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Abstract	Technologies	of	Visibility:	New	Mediation	of	Bisexuality	Nora	Madison					This	research	project	is	a	qualitative	examination	of	online	and	face-to-face	spaces	created	by	and	for	bisexuals.	This	work	analyzes	the	practices	of	signifying	bisexuality	within	these	multiple	spaces	and	addresses	how	users	adapt	visual,	textual,	and	hyperlinked	information	to	signify	bisexuality.	I	suggest	these	practices	be	understood	as	‘technologies	of	visibility.’	Technologies	of	visibility	are	the	culmination	of	everyday	uses	of	technology	for	identity	recognition.	These	practices	include	using	symbols,	images,	text	and	hyperlinks	to	construct	the	message	“bisexual.”	These	practices	serve	to	signify	bisexuality	to	the	viewer	as	well	as	increase	the	recognition	of	bisexual	representation	within	mainstream	culture.	This	process	is	examined	within	a	Western	European	cultural	framework	where	the	visual	cues	of	orientation	are	limited	by	the	cultural	norms	of	heterosexuality	and	monosexuality.	I	argue	in	this	work	that	the	efforts	to	create	bisexual	visibility	and	resist	monosexuality	should	be	understood	as	forms	of	everyday	activism.		The	Internet,	which	was	touted	early	on	as	a	space	of	great	potential	for	anonymity	and	exploration	where	visibility	could	be	masked,	here	becomes	the	place	where	users	try	to	make	the	perceived	invisible	‘visible’	through	digital	mediation.	Digital	mediation,	a	process	of	enacting	forms	of	identity—like	race,	gender,	and	sexual	orientation—underscores	both	the	non-essentialism	of	identity	as	well	as	its	hybridity	and	fluidity.	Digital	technologies	contribute	to	the	complex	and	multidimensional	processes	that	shape	
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subjectivities.	Participants	discuss	the	complexities	of	an	identity	that	appears	more	visible	in	online	environments	than	it	does	offline.	Digital	spaces	provide	particularly	useful	environments	for	participants	to	negotiate	issues	of	(in)visibility	through	digital	mediation	as	they	employ	technologies	of	visibility	through	daily	posts,	pics,	videos,	and	discourse	in	which	bisexuality	as	a	subject	position	is	discursively	(re)produced,	articulated,	defended,	and	desired.
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Chapter	1:	Introduction			
I	think	of	“bisexual”	as	a	different	orientation	from	both	homosexuals	(who	orient	
exclusively	towards	same-sex	romance/sexuality)	and	heterosexuals	(who	orient	
exclusively	toward	different-sex	romance/sexuality).	Bisexuals	seem	to	think	about	the	
world	in	a	different	way:	a	world	of	‘AND’	rather	than	a	world	of	‘OR’.	~Participant	quote			
Snails	and	Oysters	 	In	the	filming	of	Spartacus	(Kubrick	1960)	one	scene	in	particular	was	problematic	and	unlikely	to	pass	studio	censorship.	In	the	scene	Roman	General	Marcus	Crassus,	played	by	Laurence	Olivier,	is	in	a	large	bath	being	washed	by	his	slave	Antoninus,	played	by	Tony	Curtis.		The	dialogue	in	this	seduction	scene	has	Crassus	asking	his	young	slave	“Do	you	consider	the	eating	of	oysters	to	be	moral	and	the	eating	of	snails	to	be	immoral?”	he	continues	“taste	is	not	the	same	as	appetite,	and	therefore	not	a	question	of	morals.”	When	Antonius	agrees	with	his	master’s	statements,	Crassus	continues,	“My	taste	includes…	both	snails	and	oysters.”	Despite	the	production	costs,	the	reputations	of	the	actors,	producers,	and	director	and	all	efforts	to	include	it,	the	scene	was	cut	from	the	original	release;	the	openly	bisexual	commentary,	being	too	much	for	the	age,	to	present	openly	in	a	mainstream	cultural	performance.	In	1991	the	censored	scene	was	rediscovered	and	the	plan	was	to	restore	it	to	a	re-release	of	the	original	film.	Unfortunately,	while	the	video	was	fine,	the	audio	track	was	lost.	Fortunately,	Tony	Curtis	was	able	to	re-record	his	lines	from	three	decades	earlier,	but	Laurence	Olivier	had	passed	
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 away.	His	widow	suggested	that	Anthony	Hopkins	was	very	capable	in	imitating	her	late	husbands	voice	and	he	was	drafted	to	record	the	important	dialog.	Thanks	to	this,	thirty	years	later	the	scene	could	be	included	in	the	restored	version	of	the	film	(Douglas,	2012).	By	excluding	the	scene	from	the	original	release	Spartacus	played	a	part	in	the	continued	condemnation	and	making	invisible	of	the	role	of	bisexuality	in	society.	As	a	cultural	product	portraying	a	quasi-historical	narrative	it	refutes	the	role	of	bisexuality	in	history,	but	more	importantly,	it	challenges	the	right	of	bisexuals	to	express	themselves	in	the	present.	The	re-introduction	of	the	scene	is	important	from	a	cultural	and	historical	perspective	but	should	not	be	given	too	much	validity	in	the	role	of	culture	and	society	to	make	bisexuality	invisible	today.	The	re-creation	of	a	historical	scene	in	a	historical	movie	should	not	be	read	as	taking	a	firm	stance	for	the	rights	bisexuals.	If	the	identity	of	our	choice	coincides	with	the	dominant	social	group,	then	we	are	part	of	the	default	and	need	not	exert	much	effort	to	be	read	in	the	desired	way.	However,	it	is	when	we	are	not	part	of	the	dominant	default	group	that	the	struggle	to	be	recognized	becomes	challenging.	If	belonging	to	a	non-dominant,	non-default	group	also	entails	the	denial	of	political	or	social	rights,	then	the	need	for	recognition	becomes	a	struggle	for	social	and	political	equality.		This	work	studied	bisexual	specific	spaces	and	the	interactions,	communications,	and	activities	of	members	within	these	diverse	spaces.	I	conclude	that	the	most	significant	theme	articulated	in	the	spaces	I	studied	were	bisexuals’	experiences	of	perceived	invisibility.	Members	of	bisexual	spaces	desire	to	achieve	
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 recognition	but	struggle	to	overcome	bisexual	erasure	in	their	daily	lives.	My	analysis	points	to	the	ways	in	which	bisexuals	inscribe	bisexuality	to	produce	visibility,	a	set	of	practices	I	term	“Technologies	of	Visibility.”	Given	that	these	practices	occur	within	the	dominant	cultural	ideals	of	heterosexuality	and	monosexuality,	inscribing	oneself	as	bisexual	is	an	intentional	act	that	subverts	binaristic	ideals;	therefore,	these	practices	are	acts	of	resistance,	which	could	also	be	conceived	of	as	everyday	activism.	Finally,	I	discuss	the	implications	of	bisexual	invisibility	and	erasure,	which	result	in	the	loss	of	rights	and	the	experience	of	prejudice	and	injustice.	
Towards	an	Understanding	of	Hybridity	Since	the	1990’s	Internet	researchers	have	been	engaged	with	questions	regarding	the	impact	of	online	sociality	on	group	and	individual	identity.	Research	into	online	sociality	in	the	90s	through	the	early	2000s	often	produced	an	overdetermined	binary	between	face-to-face	(f2f)	and	online	interactions,	in	which	f2f	is	termed	‘real’	or	‘reality’	and	‘virtual’	or	‘virtual	reality’	denotes	computer-based.	This	widespread	usage	is	problematic	as	reality	becomes	that	which	is	“computer	free”	(Fornas	et	al,	2002).	In	the	last	decade	there	has	certainly	been	increasing	efforts	to	develop	more	nuanced	understandings	of	sociality	online	(e.g.,	Miller	&	Slater,	2001;	Fornas,	2002;	Sunden,	2003;	Carter,	2005;	Boellstorff,	2008).	Instead	of	positioning	online	and	offline	activity	as	separate	experiences,	and	generally	as	either	overly	utopic	(in	its	possibilities	for	experiencing	the	virtual	self	as	limitless)	or	overly	dystopic	(in	its	possibilities	for	rendering	‘real	world’	interactions	obsolete),	current	research	in	New	Media	explores	the	intersections	
	4 
 between	these	imagined	divides.	How,	this	line	of	research	asks,	do	individuals	construct	subject	positions	and	groups	online?	How	does	this	work	affect	individuals’	understanding	of	themselves	as	well	as	their	positions	within	the	groups	they	affiliate	with-	both	online	and	offline?	Accordingly,	there	are	neither	purely	online	experiences	nor	a	purely	offline	life;	the	world	is	becoming	an	increasingly	hybrid	space	(Lindtner	et	al,	2008;	Jordan,	2009;	Pasek,	2009;	Shumar,	2011).		As	hybrid	spaces	occupy	more	and	more	theoretical	discussion,	as	well	as	lived	experiences	in	contemporary	developed	and	developing	nations,	social	science	research	has	also	been	focusing	on	hybrid	identities	and	“fluid”	subject	positions,	especially	as	it	pertains	to	the	Internet	(e.g.,	Turkle,	1995;	Chandler,	1998,	Kendall,	1998;	Clothier,	2005;	Black,	2006;	Lee,	2007;	Pearson,	2009).	Digital	technologies	contribute	to	the	complex	and	multidimensional	processes	that	shape	our	subjectivities.	They	can	create	or	deny	opportunities	for	the	articulation	of	different	types	of	subjects	and	subject	positions.	Situated	particularly	well	within	this	current	academic	conversation	are	the	contributions	of	queer	theory.	Queer	theory	challenges	the	notion	of	an	essential	identity,	focusing	on	the	socially	constructed	and	performative	nature	of	gender	and	sexual	orientation.	David	Fryer,	in	his	work	
Thinking	Queerly,	posits	that	queer	is	“an	adjective	that	describes	non-normative	gendered	and	sexual	identities,	actions,	stances,	practices,	subject	positions,	linguistic	operations,	and	theoretical	stances,	both	within	and	beyond	the	academy”	(2010,	p.	4).	Fryer	espouses	queer	as	a	radical	stance	towards	how	we	think	about	bodies,	identities,	and	the	cultural	meanings	attached	to	them.		
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 Within	queer	theory,	however,	bisexuality	as	a	subject	position	has	still	not	been	explored	sufficiently.	Bisexuality	is	often	constructed	within	the	domain	of	medical	and	psychological	classification	systems	as	a	sexual	identity	situated	between	one	polarity	or	the	other:	between	desiring	men	or	desiring	women	as	sexual	partners	or	between	being	gay	or	being	straight	in	sexual	orientation,	as	most	widely	put	forth	by	Alfred	Kinsey	in	the	1950s	(Kinsey	et	al.,	1948;	e.g.,	Blumstein,	1977;	Diamond,	1993;	Weinberg,	1995).	This	popular	held	conception	has	a	particular	history	that	serves	to	reinforce	the	the	normative	categories	of	heterosexuality	and	monosexuality.	This	history	does	not	reflect	bisexual’s	accounts	of	their	own	experiences	of	what	it	means	to	be	bisexual,	and	further,	it	limits	bisexuality’s	queer	potential.	Bisexuals	in	the	spaces	I	study	express	their	sexuality	as	fluid	both	in	terms	of	gender	(objects	of	desire	do	not	have	to	identify	as	only	male	or	female)	as	well	as	in	terms	of	the	lifespan	(desire	based	on	sex	or	gender	does	not	have	remain	consistent	throughout	ones	life).	This	data	is	congruent	with	data	from	much	larger	studies	that	examined	longitudinal	psycho-social	development	of	bisexual	identities	(Klein,	1978;	Barker,	2007;	Diamond,	2008).	Individual’s	narratives	of	a	more	“fluid”	identity	suggest	an	emphasis	at	the	individual	level	less	about	fluctuating	between	“two”	possible	types	of	sexual	partners	than	about	a	dynamic,	complex	desire	within	a	coherent	self.	Nevertheless,	popular	constructions	of	bisexuality	continue	to	emphasize	it	as	either	a	phase	on	the	path	to	one’s	‘true’	sexual	orientation	(consider	contemporary	terms	such	as	LUG	[lesbian	until	graduation],	has-bian	[has-been	lesbian],	fence-sitter,	and	‘gay’d	
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 and	confused’)	or	that	essentially	everyone	is	bisexual	(Garber,	1995)	thereby	rendering	bisexuality	as	an	identity	semantically	vacuous.	Today,	bisexuals	represent	a	distinct	category	within	the	identity	politics	of	sexual	orientation,	namely	bisexuality	is	represented	by	the	‘B’	in	LGBT,	a	commonly	used	acronym	to	signify	the	array	of	sexual	orientations	often	considered	part	of	the	umbrella	term	“Queer”	(other	configurations	include	LGBTQI	and	LGBTQIU.)	This	usage	of	queer	is	distinct	from	Fryer’s	usage,	as	it	does	not	necessarily	always	indicate	the	desire	for	radical	thinking,	bur	rather	has	come	to	be	synonymous	with	the	generic	term	“gay,”	Gay	in	this	sense	may	mean	the	more	specific	version	of	male	homosexual,	but	has	also	come	to	mean	non-straight	person	and	can	include	lesbian	women.	While	some	bisexuals	associate	with	a	broader	‘gay’	identity—and	some	others	do	not	associate	with	sexual-orientation	identity	politics	at	all—a	significant	number	of	people	identify	as	specifically	bisexual	and	participate	in	bisexual-specific	groups.	With	the	global	rise	of	internet	technology	and	access,	bisexual	specific	groups	emerged	online	in	the	early	90s	and	have	been	growing	since.			
Technologies	of	Visibility		 In	this	work	I	present	my	concept	of	Technologies	of	Visibility	(hereafter	referred	to	as	ToV).	ToV	is	the	production	of	visibility	through	the	practices	of	inscribing	bisexuality.	These	are	the	culmination	of	everyday	uses	of	technology	for	identity	recognition.	In	new	media	studies,	technology	can	potentially	be	reduced	to	mean	the	tools	and	processes	of	digital	media;	however,	I	employ	technology	in	its	broadest	sense:	as	the	techniques,	skills,	methods	and	processes	used	in	the	accomplishment	of	objectives.	As	such,	knowledge	and	expertise	of	technologies—
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 whether	they	are	digital	tools	or	the	assemblage	of	consumer	wares—are	as	central	to	ToV	as	is	‘the	internet’.	While	techne	may	be	an	accurate	term	for	the	ability	to	make	and	perform	(Shiner,	2001),	which	is	appropriate	to	my	concept	of	ToV,	I	am	purposively	avoiding	techne’s	association	with	rhetoric	and	persuasion	in	favor	of	technology’s	connotation	of	tools.	Even	so,	knowledge	and	expertise	are	as	central	to	my	concept	of	ToV	as	the	digital	environments	and	physical	objects	being	utilized	to	achieve	‘visibility.’	Furthermore,	visibility	in	this	context	is	not	just	the	act	of	being	seen,	but	the	act	of	being	seen	‘as’—in	this	case	being	culturally	recognized	as	a	bisexual.		
Inscribing	Bisexuality		 ToV	is	the	production	of	visibility	through	the	practices	of	inscribing	bisexuality.	To	inscribe	something	is	to	write	or	carve	on	its	surface	to	formally	record	information.	I	employ	this	notion	of	writing	on	a	surface	as	a	form	of	marking	on	the	physical	and	digital	surfaces	of	selves.	For	the	purpose	of	this	research,	I	will	be	discussing	inscribing	bisexuality	as	the	practices	individuals	use	to	encode	themselves	with	information	that	marks	them	as	bisexuals,	such	as	the	types	of	clothes	and	accessories	they	wear,	the	kinds	of	symbols	and	imagery	they	use	in	their	online	profiles,	the	themes	of	the	content	they	post	and	link	to,	etc.	However,	inscribing	can	also	be	a	process	that	individuals	do	to	others’	bodies,	such	as	inscribing	race	on	individuals	based	on	skin	color	without	any	notion	of	what	racial	or	ethnic	background	a	person	may	self-identify	as	having.	These	types	of	inscribing	on	others	are	potent	forms	social	power—often	oppressive—and	fundamentally	worthy	of	examination	and	critique.	However,	for	the	purposes	of	this	study,	I	
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 examined	individuals	in	bisexual	spaces,	that	is,	face-to-face	environments	as	well	as	digital	environments	that	were	coded	as	being	for	bisexuals.	My	analysis	focuses	on	the	ways	users	inscribe	“bisexuality”.			 These	practices	of	inscribing	are	linked	to	larger	cultural	notions	of	bisexuality.	While	an	individual	can	inscribe	themselves	in	any	fashion	they	personally	feel	serves	their	notions	of	their	bisexuality,	inscribing	happens	within	a	cultural	context	that	impacts	the	cultural	intelligibility	of	the	code	to	be	read	(or	interpreted)	by	others.	Reading	and	interpreting	cultural	codes	is	a	dynamic	process	and	is	never	fully	static.	Within	a	group	there	may	be	more	options	for	inscribing	identity	markers	with	nuance;	out-group	interpretations	may	be	misread	or	unread	altogether.	For	example,	a	man	who	is	holding	hands	with	another	man	as	they	walk	down	the	street	may	not	identify	as	gay;	but	his	actions	inscribe	a	certain	amount	of	‘gayness’	within	western	culture.	A	bisexual	individual	who	wears	an	image	of	the	Bisexual	Pride	Flag	on	a	tshirt	may	be	marking	their	bisexual	identity	for	a	wider	public	audience,	but	if	few	people	recognize	the	image	then	the	marking—while	still	inscribing	bisexuality—is	not	consistently	read	as	a	marker	of	bisexual	identity,	if	read	that	way	at	all.			 Inscribing	bisexuality	therefore	are	the	individual	practices	of	marking	an	identity	within	a	cultural	context	of	multiple	identity	options.	It	is	the	amalgamation	of	each	singular	inscribing	that	together	constructs	a	cultural	bisexual	identity.	To	enact	is	to	perform	or	act	out;	to	enact	bisexuality	is	to	perform	a	culturally	intelligible	bisexual	identity.	In	doing	so,	each	enactment	constitutively	creates	what	bisexuality	is	and	how	it	gets	coded.	
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Why	this	Study	Bisexuality	is	a	recognized	sexual	orientation	within	the	politics	of	sexual	orientation	identity	in	America	and	most	Western	European	countries,	gaining	cultural	acknowledgment	in	the	United	States	during	the	“gay”	civil	rights	movement	that	started	in	the	1960s.	Despite	several	‘out’	bisexual	activists	being	heavily	involved	in	the	early	stages	of	the	gay	civil	rights	movement,	bisexuals	did	not	gain	much	public	or	political	popularity.	This	has	been	attributed	to	several	reasons,	including	their	intentional	exclusion	from	predominantly	gay	and	lesbian	leadership	(LGBT	Advisory	Committee,	2011;	Barker	et	al.,	2012)	as	well	as	their	unintentional	erasure	when	they	were	“misread”	as	gay	or	lesbian	within	the	larger	movement	(Paul,	1984).		What	recognition	they	did	have	was	largely	channeled	into	negative	biphobia	during	the	1980’s	HIV	pandemic	when	bisexuals	were	publically	feared	of	being	“transmitters”	of	the	HIV	virus	from	the	gay	community	into	the	straight	community	(Herek,	1999).	For	many	reasons	bisexuals	have	had	a	longstanding	tense	relationship	with	gay	and	lesbian	political	leadership.	Studies	such	as	this	are	necessary	to	work	against	the	current	state	of	invisibility	and	erasure	that	is	faced	daily	by	bisexuals,	as	a	group	and	as	individuals.	The	lack	of	recognition	they	face	is	per	definition	a	denial	of	their	identity	rights	and	leads	to,	at	a	minimum,	a	lessening	of	access	to	political,	economic,	and	social	rights.	By	studying	the	ways	in	which	bisexuals	use	ToV	to	counteract	this	negation	of	their	presence,	we	gain	insights	not	only	into	the	struggle	of	an	ignored	segment	of	society	but	also	understanding	into	the	ways	in	which	technology	can	be	used	to	create	awareness	for	other	groups	struggling	with	similar	forms	of	erasure.	On	an	
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 individual	level,	by	using	empirical	data	to	increase	our	understanding	as	to	how	bisexuals	are	made	invisible,	or	misunderstood,	we	can	legitimately	argue	for	the	implementation	of	support	structures	in	order	to	ensure	fewer	bisexuals	are	mistreated.			Consequently,	this	work	contributes	to	an	understanding	of	the	processes	of	everyday	resistance	and	activism.	This	work	aims	to	increase	readers’	understanding	of	the	ways	in	which	spaces—online	and	off—co-produce	identities.	This	understanding	reiterates	that	there	is	no	real	online/offline	divide;	and	it’s	not	so	much	about	the	gaps	between	either.	Rather,	this	work	contributes	to	the	coproduction	of	subjectivity;	how	online	technologies	inform	our	identities	and	complement	this	production	in	the	offline	environment.	It	is,	however,	important	to	remember	that	the	online	spaces	provide	different	affordances	and	limitations	–	and	that	these	affordances	(and	limitations)	are	significant.	As	this	work	will	show,	many	individuals	in	digital	bisexual	spaces	experience	an	ironic	tension	between	their	f2f	and	digital	experiences	where	they	feel	better	able	to	signal	their	true	selves	in	online	environments	than	in	f2f	encounters.	Judith	Butler	argues	that	"gender	is	an	identity	tenuously	constituted	in	time,	instituted	in	an	exterior	space	through	a	stylized	repetition	of	acts”	(Butler,	2003,	p.	270);	however,	this	work	shows	that	the	stylized	repetition	of	acts	is	not	the	performance	of	bisexuality	as	it	is	a	process	of	inscribing	bisexuality	in	a	mutable	environment.	There	is	no	“authentic”	bisexual	identity,	no	coherent	or	culturally	static	recognized	bisexual	performance;	therefore,	individual	bisexuals	inscribe	their	identity	in	these	spaces.	Participants	chronicle	their	efforts	through	posts,	
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 videos,	podcasts,	and	threads	in	which	bisexuality	as	an	identity	and	as	a	community	is	constructively	imagined	(or	perhaps	imaginatively	constructed)	and	co-constitutively	produced.	Coupling	the	potentially	powerful	but	often	underdeveloped	theoretical	lens	bisexuality	can	provide	within	the	context	of	Queer	Theory	with	bisexuals’	use	of	and	relationship	with	the	Internet	provides	a	particularly	constructive	intersection	for	exploring	developing	subjectivities	in	new	mediascapes.	
Chapter	Overviews		 In	Chapter	2,	I	provide	the	necessary	framework	for	interpreting	and	understanding	the	basis	of	this	work.	In	this	chapter	I	explain	the	importance	of	the	bisexual	label	through	a	semiotic	lens,	while	at	the	same	time	provide	some	groundwork	in	order	to	understand	from	where	current	perception	of	bisexuality	comes	from.	These	concepts	are	vital	to	the	further	discussion	on	the	ways	in	which	identity	politics	works	in	relation	to	the	issue	of	bisexuality.	From	this	starting	point,	this	chapter	then	develops	a	fundamental	relationship	between	identity	politics	and	the	issues	of	bisexual	erasure	and	invisibility	which	are	at	the	core	of	this	work	which	aims	to	illustrate	how	technologies	of	visibility	are	used	to	create	and	support	processes	of	inscribing	and	enacting	visibility	for	bisexuals	as	individuals	and	as	a	community.			 In	Chapter	3,	I	provide	an	overview	of	my	methodology,	methodological	stance,	design,	collection,	and	concerns.	This	chapter	includes	a	discussion	on	the	uses	of	spaces	as	theory	and	method,	and	the	challenges	faced	by	those	who	study	virtual	spaces.	The	data	collected	in	this	study	was	collected	in	bisexual	spaces	both	
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 in	online	environments	and	in	f2f	settings.	As	such	the	methodology	in	this	work	is	adapted	to	ensure	that	data	collected	in	these	different	spaces	is	analyzed	from	the	perspective	of	its	contribution	-	irrespective	of	whether	the	data	source	was	online	or	offline.		 In	Chapter	4,	I	discuss	the	empirical	data	gathered	in	this	study	and	illustrate	ways	in	which	users	(1)	share	coming	out	and	identity	narratives;	(2)	function	as	a	social	support	network;	(3)	are	used	to	communicate	and	maintain	organizational	activities;	and	(4)	inscribe	bisexuality	identities.	This	is	followed	by	a	further	discussion	of	desire	for	visibility	and	how	individuals	and	groups	work	to	signal	their	bisexuality	through	a	wide	range	of	technologies	ranging	from	fashion	to	hyperlinking.	This	chapter	closes	with	a	look	at	participants’	desire	for	a	consumer	bisexual	identity	and	explores	the	ways	in	which	consumerism	dovetails	with	the	socio-political	need	to	be	visible.		 In	Chapter	5,	I	examine	how	the	everyday	practices	of	inscribing	bisexuality	through	watchdog	activities,	visibility	campaigns,	and	claiming	celebrities	are	also	everyday	forms	of	resistance	and	social	activism.	My	focus	turns	to	the	discourses	of	invisibility	and	visibility,	which	play	an	important	role	in	bisexual	spaces.			 In	Chapter	6,	I	revisit	identity	politics	and	bring	to	it	my	insights	from	technologies	of	visibility	in	order	to	explain	to	the	reader	the	importance	of	visibility	for	bisexuals	and	the	bisexual	community.	In	this	chapter	I	underscore	the	connection	between	invisibility	and	social	and	political	recognition.	Here	I	develop	the	argument	that	it	is	fundamental	for	individuals	and	groups	to	have	their	identities	recognized	by	society	in	order	to	be	able	to	develop	as	individuals	and	to	
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 be	able	to	participate	in	a	wider	political	discourse.	I	argue	that	the	act	of	combatting	invisibility,	even	with	seemingly	mundane	acts,	are	in	fact	undertakings	of	everyday	activism.	Therefore,	these	practices	of	technologies	of	visibility	must	be	accorded	the	gravitas	they	deserve.			 In	the	concluding	chapter,	I	review	the	main	themes,	theory,	and	data	presented	in	this	work	and	revisit	the	research	question	at	core	of	this	research.	This	work	is	a	descriptive,	ethnographic	approach	to	answering	the	question	of	how	these	spaces	are	used.	In	so	doing,	the	work	contributes	to	the	research	of	affordances	in	online	and	f2f	environments	in	relation	to	bisexual	spaces.	Taking	these	empirical	findings	and	viewing	them	through	the	issue	of	visibility,	this	work	arrives	at	the	conclusion	that	practices	of	inscribing	are	technologies	of	visibility.	As	such,	this	work	contributes	a	new	understanding	of	inscribing	as	a	conscious	act	subverting	the	dominant	social	scripts	for	sexuality,	illustrating	how	technologies	of	visibility	form	a	pattern	of	resistance.		
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Chapter	2:	Frameworks			
I’ve	been	bisexual	since	WAY	before	words	like	pansexual	and	fluid	existed,	and	I	had	
to	fight	long	and	hard	to	claim	the	word	bisexual.	Even	though,	going	by	the	new	
definition,	I	would	be	considered	to	be	pansexual,	I	am	not	giving	up	a	word	I	fought	so	
hard	for.	Also,	in	this	day	of	Internet	searches,	on	a	practical	note	there	needs	to	be	one	
word	that	gets	searched	for.	Everybody	needs	to	define	themselves	in	the	way	that	is	
most	comfortable	for	them,	and	bisexual	is	the	way	that	is	most	comfortable	for	me.	I	
also	use	the	umbrella	word	queer,	since	I	am	not	straight.	So	generally	I	am	queer,	and	
the	specific	kind	of	queer	I	am	is	bisexual.	~Participant	quote			
A	Semiotic	Framework	Using	the	research	of	Stuart	Hall	(1997),	who	examined	media	representations	of	race	in	Western	European	culture,	this	work	similarly	employs	semiotics	within	the	tradition	of	cultural	studies	and	media	studies	to	examine	representations	of	bisexuality:	what	are	the	available	representations	of	bisexuality	in	Western	culture,	who	creates	representations	of	bisexuality,	who	uses	representations	of	bisexuality,	for	whom	are	representations	of	bisexuality	being	used?	While	this	work	was	ethnographically	focused	on	the	practices	of	bisexuals	within	bi-specific	spaces,	their	interactions	emphasized	time	and	time	again	their	central	concern	with	visibility	and	perceived	invisibility	as	bisexuals.	This	desire	to	be	seen	and	recognized	can	be	understood	using	theories	of	everyday	resistance	and	activism,	explored	further	in	Chapter	6.	This	chapter	will	outline	my	use	of	social	semiotics	and	cultural	studies	for	analyzing	representations	of	bisexuality	in	this	work.	
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 Stuart	Hall	aptly	noted	that	“language	is	the	privileged	medium	in	which	we	‘make	sense’	of	things,	in	which	meaning	is	produced	and	exchanged.	Meanings	can	only	be	shared	through	our	common	access	to	language”	(1997,	p.	1).	Hall	notes	that	language	can	achieve	this	privileged	medium	in	which	all	meaning	is	produced	as	well	as	exchanged	because	language	is	a	representational	system.	Through	the	process	of	abstraction,	language	uses	signs	and	symbols	to	stand	for	people,	objects,	concepts,	ideas,	feelings,	etc.,	and	allows	us	to	share	them	with	one	another;	therefore,	language	is	a	system	of	representation.	While	there	are	many	different	languages	on	the	globe,	they	all	function	in	the	same	basic	way:	we	use	words	and	signs	to	stand	for	our	ideas,	feelings,	concepts,	etc.,	and	these	words	are	encoded	in	a	specific	linguistic	system,	such	as	English,	so	that	all	other	English	speakers	and	readers	can	interpret	their	meaning	in	the	same	general	way.		However,	language	is	not	the	only	system	of	representation	we	use	to	communicate	ideas.	Any	culturally	shared	practice	that	uses	the	same	basic	principles	of	using	signs	and	symbols	to	encode	and	transmit	conceptual	ideas	are	similarly	a	system	of	representation.	In	his	book	Representation:	Cultural	
Representations	and	Signifying	Practices	(1997),	Hall	used	following	examples	to	illustrate	systems	of	representation:		Turning	up	at	football	matches	with	banners	and	slogans,	with	faces	and	bodies	painted	in	certain	colours	[sic]	or	inscribed	with	certain	symbols,	can	also	be	thought	of	as	‘like	language’—insofar	as	it	is	a	symbolic	practice	which	gives	meaning	or	expression	to	the	idea	of	belonging	to	a	national	culture,	or	identification	with	one’s	local	community.	(p.	5)		This,	for	Hall,	is	the	work	of	representation,	and	the	work	of	representation	is	deeply	connected	to	identity	and	knowledge.	
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 However,	in	order	to	fully	understand	how	cultural	representations	function	in	society	requires	first	an	understanding	of	semiotics.	Perhaps	the	most	concise	explanation	of	semiotics	is	to	define	it	as	the	study	of	signs.	Semiotics	as	a	field	of	study	was	largely	shaped	by	two	independent	contributors:	Ferdinand	de	Saussure,	a	Swiss	linguistic,	and	Charles	Peirce,	an	American	philosopher,	both	living	and	writing	in	the	late	19th	and	early	20th	centuries.	Both	thinkers	were	interested	in	identifying	and	understanding	the	structures	of	communication.	For	Saussure,	a	sign	is	the	whole—or	the	sum—of	a	mental	concept	(that	which	is	signified)	and	a	sound-image	(the	signifier)	(Saussure,	1960).	Commonly,	most	language	users	conflate	the	sign	with	the	signifier,	but	their	difference	is	important.	Take	for	example	D-O-G.	As	a	signifier	(the	sound-image),	DOG	is	a	three	letter	written	word	where	/d/	is	positioned	first,	/o/	second,	and	/g/	last,	and	when	it	is	spoken,	DOG	begins	with	a	hard	/d/	sound,	a	long	/o/	sound,	and	ends	with	a	guttural	/g/	sound.	However,	there	is	no	inherent	meaning	in	the	sound-image.	Signifiers	(sound-images)	are	arbitrary.	The	meaning	is	created	through	the	combination	of	the	signifier	(in	this	instance,	the	word)	and	the	signified	(the	mental	concept	associated	with	the	signifier),	which	together	create	the	sign.	Furthermore,	there	is	no	singular	meaning	of	any	sign;	its	meaning	is	always	contextually	dependent.	For	Swedish	speakers	the	word	DOG	commonly	means	“died”,	as	in	the	past	tense	of	“to	die.”	Therefore,	in	Swedish,	DOG	signifies	“life	ended.”		As	Daniel	Chandler	explained,	“semiotics	involves	the	study	of	not	only	what	we	refer	to	as	‘signs’	in	everyday	speech,	but	of	anything	which	‘stands	for’	something	else”	(2002,	p.	2).	In	this	sense,	semiotics	is	the	study	of	meaning-making	
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 through	the	use	of	signs.	Signs	are	anything	that	“stand	for”	for	something	else.	Therefore,	language	is	a	sign	system	that	allows	us	to	use	words	that	stand	for	people,	places,	things,	ideas,	concepts,	experiences	and	so	forth.		Language	is	at	the	center	of	semiotics,	as	one	of	the	most	dominant	systems	shaping	how	humans	communicate	with	each	other.	An	English	speaker	can	utter	the	word	DOG	and	its	meaning	can	be	communicated	to	another	person	without	the	physical	presence	of	a	specific	mammal.	Moreover,	the	sign	DOG	means	something	different	when	used	in	different	contexts;	in	other	words,	a	sign	can	have	more	than	one	meaning.	In	English,	DOG	can	mean	a	friendly	domestic	mammal	but	also	could	mean	a	dangerous	attack	animal,	DOG	could	mean	a	type	of	person	who	cheats	or	could	mean	a	21st	century	rap	singer.	In	each	instance,	the	signifier	was	paired	with	a	different	signified	in	a	specific	context,	creating	distinct	meanings	for	the	sign	DOG.	Yet,	while	signs	do	not	have	fixed,	static	meanings,	societal	norms	and	linguistic	rules	create	structures	that	constrain	the	limitless	nature	of	meaning.	Therefore,	in	English,	DOG	does	not	mean	“life	ended”	nor	does	it	mean	body	of	water,	for	example.	However,	because	signs	are	polysemic,	we	define	signs	not	by	determining	what	they	are,	but	what	they	are	not;	signs	do	not	have	inherent	meaning	but	rather	relational	meaning	to	other	signs.	When	we	teach	children	what	a	dog	is,	we	do	not	generally	burden	them	with	the	technical	aspects	of	dogs’	genetic	makeup	or	their	genus	in	the	animal	kingdom;	rather,	we	teach	children	what	a	dog	is	through	differentiation	from	what	it	is	not:	a	cat,	a	moose,	a	bunny,	etc.	This	example	is	simple	but	effective:	the	sign	DOG	doesn’t	just	mean	a	four-legged	mammal	that	often	lives	in	houses	with	humans,	a	dog	is	notably	not	a	cat—which	is	
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 also	a	four-legged	mammal	that	often	lives	in	houses	with	humans	(similarity)	but	is	generally	smaller	(difference),	has	a	flat,	triangular	shaped	nose	(difference),	and	generally	does	not	go	outside	for	walks	on	a	leash	(difference.)	Through	this	process	of	differentiation,	the	sign	DOG	does	not	rely	just	on	the	presence	of	what	the	animal	is,	but	also	on	the	absence	of	what	it	is	not.	The	most	commonly	used	technique	for	creating	impactful	differentiation	of	signs	is	through	the	use	of	binary	oppositions.	Like	the	very	signs	they	are	meant	to	help	define,	binary	oppositions	do	not	have	inherent	meaning.	They	are	not	natural	descriptions	of	reality	but	are	instead	cultural	constructions,	created	to	give	signs	relational	meaning.	Cats	are	not	the	genetic	opposite	of	dogs,	and	moreover	they	share	much	more	in	common	with	dogs	than	a	whale—or	a	table—does.	However,	cats	and	dogs	are	constructed	as	“opposites”	to	one	another	in	our	cultural	sign	system	of	domestic	pets.	We	embellish	their	differences	while	overlooking	their	overwhelming	similarities.	Similarly,	females	and	males	are	not	binary	opposites.	Our	genetic	coding	is	practically	identical,	our	basic	physical	needs	(water,	food,	sleep,	elimination)	are	the	same,	and	our	bodies	are	far	more	similar	(two	legs,	two	arms,	5	digits	on	all	our	extremities,	bipedal)	than	our	few	differences	in	reproductive	function	and	hormonal	production.	Moreover,	there	are	more	than	just	male	and	female	humans.	As	Melanie	Blackless	and	colleagues	(2000)	pointed	out	in	their	research	on	sexual	dimorphism:	The	belief	that	Homo	sapiens	is	absolutely	dimorphic	with	the	respect	to	sex	chromosome	composition,	gonadal	structure,	hormone	levels,	and	the	structure	of	the	internal	genital	duct	systems	and	external	genitalia,	derives	from	the	platonic	ideal	that	for	each	sex	there	is	a	single,	universally	correct	developmental	pathway	and	outcome…	Biologists	and	medical	scientists	
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 recognize,	of	course,	that	absolute	dimorphism	is	a	Platonic	ideal	not	actually	achieved	in	the	natural	world.	(p.	151)		Blackless	and	her	colleagues	surveyed	the	medical	literature	from	1955	to	1998	and	concluded	that	the	frequency	of	intersex	or	sexually	indeterminate	infants	born	may	be	as	high	as	2%	of	live	births	(2000).	While	there	is	some	disparity	over	what	qualifies	an	infant	as	intersex	or	sexually	indeterminate,	these	longitudinal	statistics	reveal	that	a	consistent	percentage	of	the	human	population	do	not	fit	into	the	male/female	binary	classificatory	system	of	sex,	rendering	the	binary	not	a	reflection	of	reality	but	rather	an	ideal.	Blackless	concludes,	“developmental	biology	suggests	that	a	belief	in	absolute	sexual	dimorphism	is	wrong.	Instead,	two	overlapping	bellshaped	curves	can	be	used	to	conceptualize	sexual	variation	across	the	population”	(p.	163).		The	problem	of	the	ideal	binary	is	not	limited	only	to	classifications	of	sex,	since	Western	culture	aligns	the	male/female	sex	with	the	parallel	gender	binary	of	boys/girls	and	men/women,	conflating	sex	with	gender	to	the	point	where	most	laypersons	are	unclear	about	the	distinction	of	one	categorizing	physical	and	hormonal	features,	and	the	other	categorizing	how	those	features	transpose	onto	social	roles	and	expectations.	This	is	evident	in	something	as	basic	as	the	standardized	forms	that	ask	for	identifying	demographic	information.	Most	intake	forms	and	surveys	developed	in	English	ask	for	the	respondent’s	gender	and	provide	the	options:	male/female	(occasionally	offering	transgender	or	“other.”)	Furthermore,	the	categorizations	of	sexual	orientation	that	we	still	use	today	form	their	basis	in	this	binary	and	continue	to	conflate	the	sexed	body	with	gender,	and	
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 superimposing	yet	another	binary	system	of	same/opposite,	imposing	third-level	ideal	binaries	on	what	is	realistically	a	range	of	human	features	and	experiences.	Signs	are	not	value-neutral	systems	of	communication;	they	reflect	as	well	as	reproduce	the	values	and	ideologies	of	the	dominant	culture.	However,	through	the	process	of	socialization	people	largely	accept	the	meanings	of	signs	as	given	and,	generally,	impartial.	Signs	that	convey	particularly	powerful	ideologies—especially	ideologies	that	appear	“natural”	(meaning:	inherent)—are	myths.	Not	to	be	confused	with	the	literary	term,	myths	are	not	legends,	untruths,	or	archetypes.	Myths,	a	term	defined	by	Roland	Barthes,	are	a	system	of	communication,	a	“second-order	semiological	system”	within	itself	(1972,	p.	114).	If	we	recall	that	a	sign	is	arbitrary	and	therefore	cannot	have	inherent	meaning,	then	we	can	understand	a	myth	as	a	second-order	sign.	To	make	a	myth,	a	sign	is	used	as	a	signifier,	and	a	new	meaning	is	added,	which	is	the	signified.	This	means	that	the	myth	has	an	inherited	meaning	from	the	first-order	sign,	making	it	not	arbitrary.	As	Barthes	explains,	a	myth	contains	contextual	meaning	but	is	also	a	form	in	and	of	itself,	“full	on	one	side	and	empty	on	the	other”	(p.	117).	While	the	meaning	of	any	myth	has	an	historical	context	(its	first-order	meaning),	the	context	is	removed	but	the	sign	remains.	Myths	are	therefore	connotations	(an	idea	or	feeling	that	a	word	invokes)	that	appear	to	be	denotations	(the	primary	meaning	of	a	word).	The	power	of	myths	is	that	they	do	not	appear	to	be	infused	with	inherited	meaning	and	therefore	appear	‘natural.’	Barthes	also	points	out	that	mythologies	perpetuate	the	values	of	society;	they	adhere	to	the	current	ideologies	of	the	dominant	class	and	its	media.	When	we	
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 consider	that	semiotics	indicates	that	ideal	binaries	are	social	constructs	and	not	reflections	of	a	‘natural	order’,	any	sign	that	appears	to	be	‘natural’	can	be	understood	as	a	myth,	which	operate	to	obscure	the	contextual	and	historical	implications	in	service	of	the	dominant	culture’s	values.	We	can	therefore	use	semiotics	in	the	service	of	not	just	analyzing	individual	signs,	but	deconstructing	sign	systems	in	order	to	elucidate	how	meaning	is	created,	sustained,	and—importantly—hierarchal.		
Bisexuality	and	the	Binary	Bisexuality,	like	all	signs,	can	be	defined	in	a	multitude	of	ways;	however,	even	among	self-identified	bisexuals	there	is	no	one	definition	that	has	been	adopted	by	all	bisexual-identified	people.	However,	the	culturally	popular	definition	of	bisexuality	in	Western	cultures—romantic	attraction,	sexual	attraction,	or	sexual	behavior	towards	both	males	and	females—is	not	fully	congruent	with	the	majority	of	bisexual-identified	people.	The	definition	of	bisexuality	that	is	most	widely	adopted	by	bisexuals	today	has	been	put	forth	by	the	American	national	bisexual	group,	BiNet	USA:	[Website]	A	person	whose	enduring	physical,	romantic	and/or	emotional	attraction	is	to	other	people	of	various	sexes	and/or	gender	identities.	Individuals	may	experience	this	attraction	in	differing	ways	and	degrees	over	their	lifetime.		Similarly,	Robyn	Ochs,	a	prominent	bisexual	activist	and	educator,	has	popularly	stated:		[Ochs]	I	call	myself	bisexual	because	I	acknowledge	that	I	have	in	myself	the	potential	to	be	attracted	–	romantically	and/or	sexually	–	to	people	of	more	than	one	sex	and/or	gender,	not	necessarily	at	the	same	time,	not	necessarily	in	the	same	way,	and	not	necessarily	to	the	same	degree.		
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 Defined	this	way,	bisexuality	is	much	broader	than	a	binary	two-sex	system.		As	one	participant	on	a	listserv	posted:		[Listserv]	I	saw	video	a	couple	of	months	ago	that	described	"bi"	as	being	attracted	to	"same	and	different	sexed	people."	I	considered	my	internal	debate	settled	at	that	point.	Yes,	it	is	binary,	but	only	in	the	broadest	sense.	Arguing	over	language	has	always	felt	nit-picky	and	really	detracts	from	real	issues	faced	in	the	community.			These	definitions	allow	for	a	broader	interpretation	of	bisexuality	as	more	than	just	being	attracted	to	males	and	females;	rather,	these	definitions	focus	on	bisexuality	as	a	non-monosexual	identity.		Monosexuality	is	the	romantic	or	sexual	attraction	to	members	of	one	sex	or	gender	group	only.	A	monosexual	person	may	identify	as	either	heterosexual	or	homosexual,	the	key	element	being	that	their	sexual	or	romantic	attraction	remains	consistently	directed	towards	one	sex	or	gender	group.	Congruently,	a	heterosexual	male	could	be	attracted	to	a	transgender	woman	and	remain	heterosexual	as	well	as	monosexual.	Moreover,	this	shift	away	from	bi	as	male/female	positions	bisexuality	as	the	sexual,	romantic,	and/or	emotional	attraction	to	peoples	who	can	potentially	be	the	same	as	or	different	from	the	interlocutor’s	sex	or	gender,	acknowledging	that	sex	and	gender	are	not	the	same	thing	and	are	not	expressed	in	others	in	a	uniform	manner.	This	definition	of	bisexuality	aligns	well	with	the	term	queer,	which	I	will	discuss	later.	This	contemporary	definition	of	bisexuality	counters	the	culturally	dominant	male/female	binary	as	well	as	the	parallel	straight/gay	binary.		
A	Historical	Framework	David	Valentine,	in	his	work	on	transgender	identities,	reiterates	that	“’gender’	and	‘sexuality’	are	neither	self-evident	nor	natural	explanatory	
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 frameworks.	Rather,	they	are	also	categories	with	complicated	histories	and	politics,	and	which	therefore	deserve	critical	attention”	(Valentine,	2007,	p	15,	italics	original.)	Following,	it	is	important	to	trace	the	complicated	histories	and	examine	the	politics	that	produce	the	classifications	we	use	to	label	ourselves	and	others.	These	discoveries	provide	us	with	the	tools	to	critically	attend	to	how	cultural	codes	shape	human	experience.	Bisexuality	emerges	as	a	term	used	in	medical	and	psychological	literature	in	the	mid	1800s	to	describe	psychological	aberrations	from	the	“normal”	(meaning:	ideal)	human	psyche.	Richard	von	Krafft-Ebing	first	introduces	the	term	bisexuality	into	medical	literature	in	his	book	Psychopathia	Sexualis,	published	in	German	in	1886	and	translated	into	English	by	Charles	Gilbert	Chaddock	shortly	after	in	1892.	Kraft-Ebing’s	work	focused	on	cataloging	sexual	diversity	and	classified	a	great	number	of	variant	behavior.	His	work—and	the	work	of	his	contemporaries—created	a	new	perspective	on	sexuality;	however,	it	was	not	a	positive	or	inclusive	one.	Rather,	his	work	created	a	paradigmatic	shift	in	psychology	in	which	deviant	sexuality,	formerly	understood	as	episodic	and	symptomatic	of	a	mental	disorder,	was	now	considered	a	perversion	and	part	of	an	integral	sexual	instinct	(Oosterhuis,	2012).		Whereas	physicians	had	previously	believed	that	mental	and	nervous	disorders	were	the	result	of	perverse	behaviors,	psychiatrists	such	as	Kraft-Ebing,	Moll,	and	later	Freud	(among	many	others	to	follow)	suggested	that	such	perversions	were	instead	the	cause	of	sexual	deviance,	not	the	result.	(Oosterhuis,	2012).	This	shift	developed	into	the	dominant	medical	paradigm	of	sexual	deviance	as	pathological,	with	longstanding	implications	that	still	affect	the	practices	of	
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 diagnosing	sexual	behaviors	according	to	the	Diagnostic	and	Statistical	Manual	of	
Mental	Disorders	(DSM)	used	today	(Beachy,	2014;	Dickinson,	2014).		Sigmund	Freud,	the	renowned	Viennese	psychoanalysis	of	the	20th	century,	is	attributed	with	making	the	term	bisexual	popular	within	psychoanalysis.	Freud	suggested	that	since	humans	undergo	a	period	of	“hermaphrodism”	in	utero—wherein	developing	fetuses	are	neither	female	nor	male	but	rather	their	reproductive	organs	are	indistinguishable	from	one	another—all	humans	are	“innate	bisexuals”	(Freud,	1975).	Essentially,	Freud	asserts	that	since	all	humans	have	the	capacity	to	develop	into	either	males	or	females	(p.7),	this	capacity	lends	itself	to	the	‘original	predisposition	to	bisexuality’,	which	becomes	the	basis	for	the	theory	that	attraction	to	both	sexes	is	possible	(p.	10).	For	Freud,	all	humans	have	an	“original	and	universal	disposition	to	perversion”	(p.	97);	however,	through	the	process	of	socialization	into	Western	culture	and	its’	norms,	most	people	develop	a	monosexual	identity	and	their	bisexuality	remains	in	a	latent	state.	As	Freud	notes:	“among	the	forces	restricting	the	direction	taken	by	the	sexual	instinct	we	laid	emphasis	upon	shame,	disgust,	pity	and	the	structures	of	morality	and	authority	erected	by	society”	(p.	97).	Finally,	Freud	asserts	that	in	a	healthy,	well	adjusted	human,	monosexuality	will	express	itself	as	heterosexuality	and	all	homosexual	attractions	are	the	result	of	trauma	that	prevent	the	development	of	an	attraction	for	the	opposite	sex	(1975).		This	history	of	the	term	firmly	situates	bisexuality	as	binaristic	and	connects	it	to	the	dualities	of	male/female,	man/woman,	and	heterosexual/homosexual.	The	use	of	the	term	in	both	the	medical	and	psychological	fields	was	employed	to	
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 diagnose	deviance	from	the	“norm”	(meaning:	ideal)	and	therefore	held	strong	negative	connotations.	Social	theorist	Michele	Foucault	(1978)	argued	that	this	shift	that	took	place	in	medicine	in	the	late	19th	century	and	early	20th	century	from	labeling	behaviors	to	labeling	individuals	has	enormous	implications	on	identity,	deviance,	and	the	policing	of	norms.	Prior	to	this	paradigmatic	shift	the	regulations	concerning	the	act	of	sodomy	carried	with	them	heavy	punishments	in	order	to	police	this	social	transgression;	however,	there	was	no	“homosexual”	identity,	only	an	individual	man	who	had	engaged	in	the	act	of	sodomy.	Foucault	contends	“homosexuality	appeared	as	one	of	the	forms	of	sexuality	when	it	was	transposed	from	the	practice	of	sodomy	onto	a	kind	of	interior	androgyny,	a	hermaphrodism	of	the	soul.	The	sodomite	had	been	a	temporary	aberration;	the	homosexual	was	now	a	species”	(Foucault,	1978,	p.	43)		This	is	not	to	say	that	there	were	no	same-sex	relationships	before	the	concept	of	homosexuality	was	developed	“as	a	species”,	but	the	development	of	the	ontological	category	allowed	people	to	identify	themselves—and	view	others—as	homosexual.		The	categorization	of	homosexuality,	initially	as	an	illness,	did	lead	to	the	ability	of	the	group	to	find	identity	and	voice;	and	to	begin	to	argue	for	equal	rights.	By	being	defined	as	a	group,	even	for	negative	reasons,	homosexuals	were	able	to	begin	the	fight	for	social,	cultural,	and	legal	rights.			With	the	development	of	“the	homosexual”	(or	the	lesbian,	or	the	bisexual,	or	eventually	the	transgender)	the	central	concern	of	behavior	was	replaced	with	the	central	concern	of	an	innate	character	of	being.	This	shift	essentially	creates	an	
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 identity:	a	central	feature	of	an	individual	more	salient	than	their	individual	actions.	Indeed,	it	does	not	even	require	consistent	behavior	so	long	as	the	identity	label	sufficiently	sticks.	By	naming	and	categorizing	this	character	of	being,	this	shift	also	creates	considerable	diversity	of	sexual	beings,	not	just	acts.	There	is	no	longer	one	type	of	person,	who	may	or	may	not	engage	in	perverse	actions;	rather,	there	are	multitudes	of	types	of	people.	Following,	with	the	advent	of	“the	homosexual”	(et	al),	“the	heterosexual”	is	equally	created	(Blank,	2012).	While	the	behaviors	of	individuals	engaging	in	monosexual,	heterosexual	sexual	and/or	romantic	relationships	have	been	around	for	arguably	as	long	as	humanity,	the	very	notion	of	a	heterosexual	identity	does	not	exist	prior	to	the	creation	of	“the	homosexual”	identity.	For	the	homosexual	only	exists	as	an	identity	in	relation	to	his	deviance	from	the	norm,	which	then	must	also	be	identified	and	named.	Therefore,	like	race,	sexual	identities	did	not	innately	exist	within	humans	but	rather	are	human	inventions,	created	to	construct	hierarchies	between	what	it	valued	(heterosexuality)	and	what	is	devalued	(everything	that	is	not	heterosexual.)		However,	it	is	important	to	also	note	that	sexual	identities	require	sexed	bodies.	What	is	a	homosexual	but	an	individual	whose	sexual	and	romantic	attractions	are	directed	towards	individuals	of	the	same	sex.	Someone	may	be	the	“same”	as	another	being	even	if	there	are	two,	four,	or	three	hundred	options.	Sameness	marks	that	which	is	identical,	not	that	which	is	different.	However,	it	is	in	defining	and	maintaining	the	boundaries	of	heterosexuality	that	the	work	of	the	ideal	binary	is	continually	enacted.		A	heterosexual	is	someone	whose	sexual	and	romantic	attractions	are	directed	towards	individuals	of	the	“opposite”	sex,	a	
	27 
 definition	that	only	makes	sense	if	there	are	only	two	types	of	individuals	to	choose	between.	So	while	human	kind	has	consistently	produced	offspring	with	physical,	hormonal,	genetic,	and	socially	expressed	attributes	beyond	just	those	of	males	and	females,	the	dominant	cultures	of	Western	European	descent	do	not	reflect	the	actuality	of	variables	that	indeed	are	reflected	in	human	reality,	but	instead	continue	to	shape	human	relationships	based	on	ideal	binaries.	These	ideal	binaries	are	upheld	in	the	face	of	consistent	data	that	suggests	other	variables	are	constantly—though	significantly	smaller—present	in	human	kind.		For	instance,	within	this	binary	system	we	are	well	aware	that	there	are	individuals	who	are	born	as	one	sex	(e.g.:	male),	socialized	to	be	the	congruent	gender	(boy)	but	identify	as	the	“opposite”	gender	(girl).	The	term	we	have	for	those	individuals	has	a	varied	historically,	but	in	contemporary	times	we	have	largely	adopted	the	term	transgender	(to	transition	or	transfer	from	one	gender	to	another.)	Transgender	individuals	may	take	hormones	or	undergo	surgeries	to	transform	their	physical	bodies	to	align	with	the	sex	that	is	congruent	with	their	gender.	A	literal	term	for	someone	who	does	this	is	transsexual,	but	the	significantly	negative	history	in	the	US	for	the	term	transsexual	–	and	its	derogatory	slur	“tranny”	–	have	shaped	the	current	political	feelings	around	this	term	and	the	most	widely	used	and	broadly	applicable	term	today	is	transgender.	Transgender	individuals	can	occupy	a	wide	range	of	gender	expressions	within	what	we	can	visualize	as	a	spectrum	of	gender.	Any	individual	who	does	not	conform	to	transitioning	from	one	pole	of	the	spectrum	can	be	classified	as	“genderqueer.”	The	most	famous,	infamous,	and	celebrated	transgender	individuals	today	are	all	people	who	conform	to	the	
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 current	gender	binary	and	express	their	gender	as	either	man	or	woman,	thus	in	many	ways	conforming	to	the	ideal	binary.	While	transgender	individuals	are	by	no	means	easily	accepted	in	our	culture,	there	are	also	other	humans	who,	by	not	conforming	to	the	ideal	binary,	are	fundamentally	unreal.	Intersex	individuals	are	people	born	with	ambiguous	physical,	hormonal,	or	genetic	sex	features	or	characteristics.	These	individuals	are	at	once	invisible	in	Western	society	while	simultaneously	highly	visible	to	medical	establishments,	who	classify	them	as	requiring	“emergency”	medical	intervention	at	birth.	The	are	invisible	at	the	most	practical	levels:	Most	Western	languages	do	not	have	pronouns	for	persons	who	are	neither	“he”	nor	“she”	(“it”	is	strictly	an	inanimate	term)	and	most	physical	spaces	do	not	accommodate	for	persons	who	do	not	fit	the	ideal	binary	(bathrooms,	clothing	departments,	hygiene	products,	anatomy	text	books,	etc.)	Their	very	existence	flies	in	the	face	of	our	ideal	binary	construction.	At	the	same	time,	in	order	to	maintain	the	ideal	as	the	ideal,	the	real	must	be	subjected	to	the	ideal	and	not	vice	versa.		It	is	within	this	20th	century	history	wherein	the	medical	and	psychological	fields	canonized	an	ideal	binary	of	male/female	sexes,	which	corresponded	with	an	ideal	binary	of	man/woman	gender	identities.	This	ideal	sex	and	gender	pairing	further	correlated	with	sexual	identity,	namely	heterosexual	as	the	norm	and	homosexual	as	its	opposite.	Furthermore,	within	the	ideological	framework	of	an	“innate”	sexuality,	homosexuality	provided	heterosexuality	a	“natural”	counterpoint,	so	long	as	ideal	binaries	are	not	questioned.	However,	homosexuality	is	not	the	opposite	of	heterosexuality;	rather,	homosexuality	is	complimentary	to	
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 heterosexuality	within	a	monosexual	system.	Following	this	logic,	intersexed	and	transgender	individuals	meaningfully	challenge	the	ideal	sex	and	gender	binaries,	and	bisexuality,	pansexuality,	omnisexuality,	and	similarly	fluid	and/or	flexible	sexualities	pose	imminent	challenges	to	heterosexuality	as	well	as	homosexuality.	However,	it	would	be	naïve	to	suggest	that	what	is	valued	is	given	“freedom”	and	what	is	devalued	is	controlled,	because	in	order	to	maintain	the	value	of	the	prevailing	group,	all	individuals	are	shaped	by	and	to	varying	degrees	controlled	by	the	cultural	norms	that	reify	the	valued	groups.	Therefore,	maleness,	masculinity,	and	heterosexuality	are	greatly	monitored	and	policed	in	Western	culture,	in	order	to	maintain	strict	boundaries	of	what	and	who	are	included	within	these	privileged	groups.	Meaning,	the	boundaries	of	what	and	who	are	included	as	heterosexuals	are	policed	by	all	members	of	the	group	in	order	to	preserve	the	group’s	value.	Therefore,	individuals	who	are	attracted	to	more	than	one	sex	or	gender	group	are	threatening	to	the	value	of	heterosexuality	in	a	diverse	sexual	identity	system.		
Contemporary	Identity	Politics	This	system	of	innate	identities	that	emerges	in	the	early	1900s	is	the	basis	of	our	current	sexual	identity	politics	in	America,	which	generally	proposes	that	one’s	sexuality	is	not	only	fundamental	to	their	being,	but	rather	is	inherent,	as	well	as	inherently	binary.	The	popular	refrain	for	this	sentiment	has	become	“born	this	way”,	which	implies	that	humans	do	not	have	agency	over	who	they	are	sexually	and	romantically	attracted	to.	While	a	person	does	have	agency	over	how	they	act	on	those	inclinations,	the	argument	posits	that	sexual	identity	is	innate	and	unchangeable.	There	is	a	vocal	minority	who	opposes	this	deterministic	thinking	
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 and	counters	that	without	the	presence	of	harmful	social	discrimination	individuals	are	more	likely	to	engage	in	a	wide	array	of	sexual	experiences	with	other	individuals	regardless	of	their	sex	and	gender.	This	argument	suggests	that	human	sexuality	is	essentially	explorative	and	fluid,	and	if	negative	social	repercussions	were	removed,	individuals	would	be	more	likely	to	explore	attraction	to	different	kinds	of	sexual	and	romantic	partners	throughout	their	lifetime.		Indeed,	human	behavior	continues	to	suggest	that	while	ideal	binaries	are	powerful	forces	shaping	our	norms,	significant	numbers	of	people	act	in	ways	that	undermine	the	strictures	of	monosexuality.	In	the	mid	20th	century	American	sexologist	Alfred	Kinsey	published	the	highly	controversial	reports	Sexual	Behavior	
in	the	Human	Male	(1948)	and	Sexual	Behavior	in	the	Human	Female	(1953),	from	which	came	the	still	used	today	“Kinsey	Scale.”	The	Kinsey	Scale,	also	known	as	the	Heterosexual–Homosexual	Rating	Scale,	measures	a	person's	sexual	experience	and/or	sexual	arousal	response	to	a	battery	of	images	and	questions	administered	by	a	researcher.	The	scale	spans	from	0	–	6,	zero	indicating	exclusively	heterosexual	responses,	and	six	indicating	exclusively	homosexual	responses.	Kinsey’s	research	reports	provided	the	first	suggested	continuum	in	human	sexuality,	as	Kinsey	stated:	Males	do	not	represent	two	discrete	populations,	heterosexual	and	homosexual.	The	world	is	not	to	be	divided	into	sheep	and	goats.	It	is	a	fundamental	of	taxonomy	that	nature	rarely	deals	with	discrete	categories...	The	living	world	is	a	continuum	in	each	and	every	one	of	its	aspects.	While	emphasizing	the	continuity	of	the	gradations	between	exclusively	heterosexual	and	exclusively	homosexual	histories,	it	has	seemed	desirable	to	develop	some	sort	of	classification	which	could	be	based	on	the	relative	amounts	of	heterosexual	and	homosexual	experience	or	response	in	each	history.”	(p.	639).		
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 Two	decades	later	American	psychologist	and	sex	researcher	Fritz	Klein	studied	bisexuals	and	bisexual	relationships.	In	1978	he	published	his	book	The	
Bisexual	Option:	A	Concept	of	One	Hundred	Percent	Intimacy.	Klein’s	research	expanded	beyond	Kinsey’s.	Kinsey	and	his	research	associates	focused	on	sexual	stimuli	and	used	physical	responses	to	determine	where	an	individual	fell	on	the	Kinsey	Scale.	Klein	expanded	on	the	linear	7-point	(0-6)	to	develop	a	the	“Klein	Sexual	Orientation	Grid”,	which	measures	seven	different	vectors	of	sexual	orientation	and	identity	(sexual	attractions,	sexual	behavior,	sexual	fantasies,	emotional	preference,	social	preference,	lifestyle	and	self-identification)	separately,	as	they	relate	to	the	individual’s	past,	present	and	ideal	future.	Furthermore,	the	Grid	accounted	for	emotional	responses	to	questions	and	not	only	on	physical	stimuli.	In	1998	Klein	founded	the	American	Institute	of	Bisexuality	(AIB),	also	known	as	the	Bisexual	Foundation,	which	still	operates	as	the	sole	research	and	education	center	focused	on	bisexuality.		More	recently,	American	developmental	and	health	psychologist	Lisa	Diamond	conducted	a	ten-year	longitudinal	qualitative	study	focusing	on	women’s	sexuality	over	the	lifespan.	Her	research	documents	that	a	majority	of	women	experience	attraction	to	both	men	and	women	during	their	lifetime,	which	Diamond	refers	to	as	‘fluidity’	(2008;	2010).	Notably,	however,	the	majority	of	participants	in	Diamond’s	studies	self-identified	as	heterosexual	women,	some	as	lesbian,	but	very	few	of	the	women	self-identified	as	bisexual.	She	did	not	examine	men	in	her	research;	however,	men’s	sexual	behaviors	are	not	consistently	monosexual,	either.	
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 Considerable	research	has	been	done	examining	the	practices	of	men	who	have	sex	with	men	(MSM),	men	on	the	“down	low”	(DL),	and	most	recently	“dude	sex.”	All	of	these	practices	involve	men	who	self-identify	as	heterosexual	who	have	sex	with	other	men.	Much	of	the	research	on	these	practices	has	stemmed	from	a	public	health	perspective	focused	on	preventing	sexually	transmitted	infections	(e.g.,	Peterson	&	Marin,	1988;	Icard	et	al.,	1992;	Catania	et	al.,	2001;	Wolitski	et	al.,	2001;	Koblin,	2004).	However,	social	science	research	has	also	endeavored	to	investigate	why	these	populations	of	men	identify	strongly	as	heterosexual,	and	why	they	tend	to	keep	their	male-sex	behaviors	concealed	from	their	female	partners.		Black	men	have	frequently	been	characterized	as	“closeted	gay	men”	who	cannot	accept	their	gay	identities	because	of	the	strict	cultural	norms	of	masculinity	within	Western	black	culture	(Lamelle	&	Battle,	2004;	Collins,	2004;	King,	2004).	Similarly,	Latino	men	have	been	characterized	as	closeted	gay—or	bisexual	men—whose	strict	ideals	regarding	gender,	family	and	religion	prevent	them	from	accepting	a	gay	identity	(Diaz,	1997).	Jane	Ward,	an	American	scholar	of	gender	and	sexuality,	researched	“dude	sex”,	the	recent	phenomena	of	“white	str8	(straight)	men	seeking	sex	with	other	white	str8	men”	via	Craigslist	(2010).	As	Ward	posits,	white	straight-identified	men	assert	that	sex	with	other	white	men	bolsters	their	heterosexual	masculinity.	Ward	concludes	“that	in	a	culture	constituted	by	both	a	racial	and	sexual	binary,	whiteness	and	heterosexuality	are	‘natural'	bedfellows	that	simultaneously	signify	the	‘really,	really	normal'	subject.”	(Ward,	2008,	p.	429).		
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 Those	cultural	sexual	binaries	Ward	refers	to	are	the	same	binaries	developed	in	the	1900s	to	medically	categorize	normal—and	potentially	pathological—sexual	identities.	This	embedded	‘innateness’	of	sexual	orientation	is	also	the	justification	for	the	eventual	civil	“gay	rights	movement”	in	the	US	and	elsewhere	in	the	1960s	and	onward.	The	notion	of	an	innate	sexual	identity	has	become	the	core	argument	for	a	humanitarian	approach	to	end	discrimination	and	increase	legal	rights,	access,	and	protections	for	sexual	minority	groups,	i.e.,	people	who	do	not	identity	as	heterosexual,	or	as	cisgender	(cisgender	are	individuals	whose	gender	identity	is	congruent	with	the	sex	they	were	assigned	at	birth,	i.e.,	females	who	identity	as	women	and	males	who	identify	as	men.)	Identity	politics	are	the	political	beliefs	and	subsequent	activities	of	specific	social	groups	that	people	identify	with.	These	groups	are	formed	on	the	premise	of	perceived	unity	based	on	a	fundamental	shared	social	identity,	such	as	race,	class,	gender,	religion,	nationality,	ethnicity,	and	sexual	orientation,	to	name	just	a	few.	While	not	all	members	of	any	given	group	are	necessarily	involved	in	identity	politics,	in	order	to	gain	political	power	in	a	democratic	system	the	greater	the	numbers	of	the	group,	the	greater	the	political	potential.	Therefore,	in	order	for	gay,	lesbian,	bisexual,	transgender,	and	queer	issues	to	achieve	national	recognition	and	develop	a	successful	political	agenda	specific	to	their	needs,	individuals	who	identified	with	these	political	identity	groups	have	to	identify	themselves	publicly	–	not	just	to	each	other,	but	in	social	and	political	contexts	writ	large.	As	devalued	and	discriminated	groups	within	the	existing	hierarchies	of	sexual	identities,	this	public	ownership	of	a	devalued	political	identity	makes	all	non-heterosexuals	vulnerable	to	physical,	
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 emotional,	and	legal	harm	until	such	a	time	when	their	sexual	identity	statuses	are	no	longer	discriminated	against	and	devalued.		While	the	utility	and	success	of	identity	politics	is	open	to	debate,	one	significant	achievement	has	been	the	capacity	for	minority	groups	to	influence	societal	norms,	policies	and	laws.	Today,	bisexuals	represent	a	distinct	category	within	the	identity	politics	of	sexual	orientation,	namely	bisexuality	is	represented	by	the	‘B’	in	LGBT,	a	commonly	used	acronym	to	signify	the	array	of	sexual	orientations	often	considered	part	of	the	umbrella	term	Queer	(other	configurations	include	LGBTQI	and	LGBTQIU,	among	other	variations	used	less	frequently.)	While	some	bisexuals	associate	with	a	broader	‘gay’	identity	(used	in	this	context	as	an	umbrella	term	for	lesbian	and	gay,	and	sometimes—though	not	always—including	bisexual,	transgender,	and	queer)	and	some	others	do	not	associate	with	sexual-orientation	identity	politics	at	all,	a	significant	number	of	people	identify	as	specifically	bisexual	and	participate	in	bisexual-specific	groups.	However,	in	order	to	achieve	a	national	political	agenda,	gay	and	lesbian	political	identities	have	been	foregrounded	to	the	extent	of	minimizing	or	entirely	erasing	bisexual	political	identities	and	bisexuals’	involvement	in	advancing	“gay”	civil	rights.	I	pose	three	hypotheses	frequently	articulated	in	the	larger	public	conversation	as	to	why	this	might	be:	First,	that	there	are	more	gay	and	lesbian	people	than	there	are	bisexual;	Second,	that	the	political	needs	of	gay	and	lesbian	individuals	suitably	cover	the	needs	of	bisexuals;	Third,	that	the	current	system	of	sexual	orientation	identity	politics	fundamentally	shaped	by	the	19th	century	binaristic	system	of	sexuality	continues	to	marginalize	bisexuality	and	bisexuals	in	contemporary	identity	politics.		
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 First,	addressing	whether	there	are	larger	numbers	of	gay	and	lesbian	individuals	than	the	number	of	bisexuals:	Current	research	suggests	that	in	fact	bisexuality	is	the	largest	group	of	self-identified	non-heterosexuals	in	the	US	and	the	UK	(Mosher	et	al.,	2005;	Herbenick	et	al.,	2010;	Gates,	2011).	The	research	also	proffers	that	one	reason	these	numbers	are	not	widely	known	or	discussed	is	because	there	are	not	as	many	“out”	bisexuals	as	their	lesbian	and	gay	counterparts.	The	main	self-reported	reason	bisexuals	tend	to	remain	“closeted”	(or	secretive)	about	their	sexual	identity	is	because	a	majority	of	them	experience	discrimination	from	both	mainstream	(read:	heterosexual)	society	as	well	as	from	gay,	lesbian,	and	queer	groups.	This	double-bind	discrimination	results	in	many	bisexuals	experiencing	exclusion	from	traditionally	gay,	lesbian	and	queer	spaces	–	the	very	spaces	and	peoples	with	whom	bisexuals	seek	alliance	(LGBT	Advisory	Committee,	2011).	This	exclusion	creates	a	significant	impact	for	identity	politics	as	well	as	on	bisexuals:	bisexuals	are,	in	effect,	a	silenced	majority	among	sexual	identity	minorities,	thereby	not	fully	participating	as	political	agents	of	change.	Furthermore,	their	exclusion	also	leads	to	higher	levels	of	depression	in	bisexuals	than	all	other	gay,	lesbian,	and	queer	groups,	resulting	in	a	healthcare	epidemic	that	is	largely	unaddressed	and	therefore	currently	untreated	(LGBT	Advisory	Committee,	2011).	Furthermore,	while	the	argument	that	bisexuals	represent	a	large	group	is	important	since	larger	groups	in	society	legitimize	a	larger	share	of	resources	and	attention,	however,	even	if	bisexuals	were	not	a	significantly	large	group	within	the	queer	community,	this	does	not	invalidate	them	from	being	part	of	the	identity	politics	discussion.	No	matter	what	size,	bisexuals	are	a	group	in	a	society	and	
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 deserve	to	be	recognized	politically	and	socially.	The	argument	about	size	fails	to	recognize	the	human	dignity	aspect	of	identity.		Second,	addressing	whether	the	political	needs	of	gay	and	lesbian	individuals	suitably	cover	the	needs	of	bisexuals:	While	many	of	the	economic	and	political	needs	of	bisexuals	can	potentially	be	met	when	society	attends	to	the	needs	of	gays	and	lesbians,	not	all	are	met.	Suggesting	that	their	needs	are	fully	met	without	first	researching	what	those	needs	is	a	paternalistic	dictate	that	silences	the	members	themselves	and	suppresses	their	experiences.	The	history	of	how	research	has	been	conducted	over	the	past	100	years	is	telling.	Most	large	scale,	national	health	research	has	consistently	used	data	collection	tools	that	do	not	capture	bisexual-specific	data.		If	research	tools	are	designed	to	only	inquire	about	the	health	needs	of	self-identified	gay,	lesbian,	and	straight	individuals—presuming	that	bisexuals	are	neither	a	significantly	large	enough	group	nor	a	group	with	specific	needs—then	bisexuals	are	forced	to	either	select	an	identity	category	that	does	not	fully	represent	their	identity	or	not	to	participate	at	all.		The	results	of	such	research	obscure	the	findings	regarding	bisexual	specific	needs.	Here	again	the	example	of	recent	research	demonstrating	significant	levels	of	depression	among	bisexuals	is	particularly	apt.	More	research	needs	to	be	done	to	explore	what	the	needs	of	this	group	are.	As	Lisa	Diamond	stated	in	her	keynote	lecture	for	the	2014	BECAUSE	conference,	in	her	estimation	the	most	impressive	finding	of	her	longitudinal	study	was	the	prevalence	of	bisexual	attraction.	Many	of	her	participants	suggested	she	take	them	out	of	the	study	because	they	figured	they	were	not	"typical"	and	would	skew	her	results.	As	Diamond	reflected,	in	fact	the	most	atypical	and	uncommon	
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 pattern	was	exclusive	hetero	or	homo	stability	over	the	years.	Diamond	said	of	this	phenomenon	in	her	research:		And	yet	still	in	the	scientific	community	many	times	bisexual	and	bisexual-spectrum	people	are	removed	or	exclude	from	studies	as	"noise"	or	not	fitting	in	the	data	-	if	we	said	that	about	race	these	days	there	would	be	a	huge	uproar.”	People	ask	me,	why	do	you	care,	Lisa?	Are	you	bi?	And	the	answer	is	I	care	because	it	matters.	And	we	should	have	learned	by	now	from	the	civil	right	movements	that	we	need	allies	to	accomplish	good	things.	Lesbians	and	gays	should	be	outspoken	for	bisexuals.	And	it	does	matter	to	the	average	guy	in	the	street	because	the	average	person	is	far	more	likely	to	have	bisexual	attractions	than	not.	We	just	downplay	that.	(2014	BECAUSE	Keynote)		Third,	addressing	whether	the	current	system	of	sexual	orientation	identity	politics	continues	to	marginalize	bisexuality	and	bisexuals	in	contemporary	identity	politics:	Considering	again	the	historical	development	of	sexual	identities,	it	bears	reiterating	that	heterosexuality	was	deemed	the	norm	(meaning:	ideal)	for	psycho-social	sexual	identity.	Within	this	system	at	the	time,	it	was	equally	valued	to	have	a	gender	conforming	identity.	This	system	constructed	an	ideal	binary	to	which	all	diversity	was	subjected.	By	regarding	the	binary	so	highly,	all	individuals	who	do	not	neatly	fit	within	its	parameters	are	rendered	at	once	highly	visible	to	policing	(when	seen)	and	simultaneously	invisible	regarding	social	norms.	For	instance,	when	the	social	systems	have	no	established	practices	for	recognizing	‘others’,	they	are	rendered	functionally	invisible.	For	example,	what	pronouns	are	available	to	address	a	person	who	expresses	themselves	as	neither	male	nor	female	in	Western	languages?	Most	Western	languages	do	not	provide	a	gender-neutral	pronoun	for	humans,	which	structures	linguistic	interactions	that	either	force	the	person	into	the	binary	categorization	(he/she)	or	renders	the	person	not-human	(it.)	For	many	people,	this	creates	uncertainty	of	what	pronouns	to	use,	which	leads	to	discomfort,	
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 which	often	leads	to	avoidance,	resulting	in	invisibility.	Furthermore,	following	the	current	example,	people	who	do	not	conform	to	the	gender	binary	are	equally	rendered	invisible	on	legal	forms,	leading	to	enormous	challenges	navigating	formal	systems	such	as	health	care,	education,	government,	etc.			Heterosexuality	and	homosexuality	also	both	reinforce	the	binary	and	are	legitimated	through	the	ideology	of	“innate”	sexualities.	Bisexuality	challenges	this	political	ideology	by	virtue	of	being	attracted	to	more	than	one	sex	and/or	gender	group,	thereby	implicitly	suggesting	there	is	a	“choice”	involved	in	sexual	attraction.	This	challenge,	while	sometimes	directly	addressed,	oftentimes	manifests	itself	through	indirect	discrimination.	Instead	of	being	accepted	as	valid	members	of	the	socio-political	sexual	orientation	system	of	political	identities,	bisexuals	are	frequently	reduced	to	fringe	members	by	being	disavowed	of	a	legitimate	“queerness”	or	not-straightness,	especially	by	gay	men	and	lesbian	women.	Bisexuals	are	characterized	in	mainstream	popular	culture	as	greedy,	indecisive,	and	dishonest.	Additionally,	specifically	within	gay	and	lesbian	culture	bisexuals	are	often	accused	of	having	straight	privilege	(whenever	they	want	it,	they	can	just	go	have	a	straight	relationship	and	benefit	from	all	the	privileges	of	heterosexuality.)	Overall,	bisexuals,	who	have	been	key	members	of	the	‘gay’	civil	rights	movement	from	its	inception,	are	continually	marginalized	from	both	mainstream	straight	society	as	well	as	“gaystream”	political	gay	and	lesbian	society.	This	continual	experience	of	marginalization	and	erasure	from	both	mainstream	as	well	as	gaystream	culture	has	profoundly	shaped	bisexuals’	experiences	of	themselves	as	
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 constituents	of	a	political	sexual	orientation	system,	as	well	as	members	of	culture	writ	large.		
Bisexual	Identity	Narratives	For	this	research	I	have	taken	a	methodological	stance	on	defining	bisexuality.	I	accept	the	definitions	of	bisexuality	put	forward	by	the	users	of	the	spaces	I	studied.	As	stated	earlier	in	this	chapter,	the	most	widely	accepted	and	adopted	definition	of	bisexuality	among	the	groups	I	studied	advocate	for	bisexuality	to	be	defined	and	understood	in	terms	of	“same	as	me/different	than	me.”	The	word	bisexual	can	be	challenging,	even	for	those	who	self-identify,	given	that	the	root	word	–	bi	–	is	Latin	for	“two”,	which	clearly	embeds	the	notion	of	a	binary	within	the	word’s	very	etymology.	Initially,	bisexuality	was	defined	as	“both”,	as	in	its	earlier	medical	usage	in	the	18th	century	that	made	the	term	more	common	in	parlance.	By	the	1960s	the	term	bisexuality	was	adopted	by	many	people	as	an	identity	that	signified	something	other	than/more	than	lesbian	and	gay;	however,	it	was	often	used	to	uphold	the	binary	of	“both”	male	and	female.		Most	of	the	participants	of	my	study	actively	avoided	labels	that	identified	people	in	either	a	gay/straight	or	a	gay/lesbian	binary.	This	effort	to	resist	the	hegemonic	discourse	of	binaries	and	the	way	it	constrains	non-monosexual	identities	such	as	bisexuality,	pansexuality,	omnissexuality,	and	asexuality	was	present	in	the	majority	of	all	identity	narratives	in	my	data.	Participants’	personal	narratives	often	reflected	a	more	“fluid”	identity	suggesting	an	emphasis	on	the	individual	level	less	about	fluctuating	between	“two”	possibilities	of	types	of	sexual	partners	than	about	a	dynamic,	complex	desire	within	a	coherent	self.		
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 [Convention]	I	refer	to	myself	as	bisexual	because	that	is	the	accepted	term	that	best	fits.	However,	I	personally	explain	my	sexuality	as	fluid.	Although	there	is	still	confusion	and	lack	of	acceptance	towards	us,	I	am	glad	there	are	spaces	like	this	where	we	can	express	ourselves.		[Social	Media]	For	many	of	us,	labels	like	“queer”	(or	“pansexual,”	or	other	words	without	that	“binary”	root)	are	better	because	they	have	so	much	more	space	than	“bisexual”	for	the	reality	that	people	who	don’t	strictly	identify	as	female	or	as	male	are	part	of	our	world	and	part	of	our	desires.		[Listserv]	I	no	longer	identify	as	bisexual	because	I	feel	the	label	is	limiting	and	dualistic,	but	the	concept	of	fluid	sexuality	is	an	interesting	and	important	one.	I	am	a	sex	educator	as	well,	so	I	always	have	this	on	my	mind.	When	I	see	anything	in	the	media	about	these	topics	I	enjoy	talking	about	it.		I	now	identify	as	pansexual	because	it	is	more	fluid	and	encompasses	my	full	range	of	expression	-	including	my	attraction	to	trans	people	and	gender	variant	people.		This	next	quote	exemplifies	research	done	by	psychologist	Lisa	Diamond	(2010)	on	women’s	sexual	fluidity	over	the	life	span	particularly	well:		[Listserv]	I've	spent	many	years	trying	to	figure	out	if	I	was	gay,	bisexual,	or	a	repressed	heterosexual.		It	was	all	quite	confusing	for	a	very	long	time	because	my	attractions	shifted	over	the	years.		There	were	times	when	I	was	sure	that	I	was	gay,	times	that	I	was	sure	that	I	was	bisexual,	and	when	I	was	pregnant	and	flooded	with	estrogen	and	progesterone,	I	was	so	straight	that	I	couldn't	for	the	life	of	me	remember	why	I	was	ever	attracted	to	women!		At	this	point	in	my	life,	I	am	equally	attracted	to	men	and	women,	but	I	find	being	sexual	with	women	far	more	fulfilling,	so	fluid	is	what	I	have	settled	on.		I	tried	queer,	but	being	in	my	60's,	the	term	has	such	negative	associations	for	me.	I	both	like	the	concept	and	the	word	fluid.		The	following	participant	post	also	mark	participants’	desire	to	deconstruct	the	binary	embedded	within	bisexuality	while	also	highlighting	their	ambivalence	to	shedding	the	political	and	social	capital	developed	over	the	last	25	years	within	the	LGBT	political	social	rights	movement:	[Listserv]	I	acknowledge	the	built-in	difficulties	in	the	label	"bisexual";	there	are	more	than	two	gender	identities,	not	all	relationships	are	sexual.	But	I	continue	to	use	the	bisexual	label	because	when	dealing	with	people	outside	or	new	to	the	community,	using	any	other	label	is	confusing	for	them.		
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 As	does	this	participant	quote	as	well,	which	opened	this	chapter	and	highlighted	an	element	of	the	struggle	bisexuals	experience	resolving	the	tension	between	the	embedded	connotations	within	the	label	bisexuality	and	the	social	capital	of	the	‘B’	in	LGBT:		[Social	Media]	I’ve	been	bisexual	since	WAY	before	words	like	pansexual	and	fluid	existed,	and	I	had	to	fight	long	and	hard	to	claim	the	word	bisexual.	Even	though,	going	by	the	new	definition,	I	would	be	considered	to	be	pansexual,	I	am	not	giving	up	a	word	I	fought	so	hard	for.	Also,	in	this	day	of	Internet	searches,	on	a	practical	note	there	needs	to	be	one	word	that	gets	searched	for.	Everybody	needs	to	define	themselves	in	the	way	that	is	most	comfortable	for	them,	and	bisexual	is	the	way	that	is	most	comfortable	for	me.	I	also	use	the	umbrella	word	queer,	since	I	am	not	straight.	So	generally	I	am	queer,	and	the	specific	kind	of	queer	I	am	is	bisexual.	
The	Work	of	Representation	While	the	struggle	to	straddle	the	binary	and	see	identity	as	a	flow	of	subjectivity	is	creative	political	work,	one	risk	is	total	erasure	from	public	discourse	and	life	for	refusing	to	participate	in	this	dominant	cultural	binary.	Bisexuals,	by	virtue	of	being	attracted	to	more	than	one	sex	or	gender	group	of	people,	challenge	the	binary	in	myriad	ways.	However,	by	doing	so,	their	sexual	identity	expressions	and	experiences	are	rendered	largely	invisible	within	the	dominant	cultural	mores	for	self	and	group	political	representation	in	Western	cultures.	While	the	political	sexual	orientation	identity	“bisexual”	exists,	the	combination	of	monosexuality	and	dyad	pairings—within	an	ideal-binary,	hierarchal	system	that	values	male/female	gender	conformity	and	heterosexuality—makes	bisexuality	very	difficult	to	“see.”	Furthermore,	Western	social	norms	and	legal	practices	normalize	dyad	pairings,	leading	to	monogamy	or	(more	likely)	serial	monogamy.	Therefore,	if	a	gender	conforming	individual	is	seen	alone,	the	most	likely	read	(meaning:	interpretation)	
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 of	their	sexuality	by	others	will	be	straight,	as	that	is	the	default	hegemonic	ideal	in	Western	culture.	If	a	gender	conforming	individual	is	paired	with	another	gender	conforming	individual,	others	will	read	their	sexuality	as	being	either	straight	or	gay.	Rarely	will	a	triad	be	read	as	a	romantic	relationship	because	the	dyad	is	so	hegemonic	within	Western	culture	that	a	triad	is	most	often	read	as	friends,	or	a	couple	with	a	friend	in	tow.	This	cultural	hegemony	of	gender	politics	has	long	been	focused	on	supporting	and	prioritizing	the	long	term	monogamous	heterosexual	relationship.	This	is	not	to	say	that	historically	societies	have	been	unaware	of	other	forms	of	relationships,	but	rarely	have	these	relationships	been	given	the	same	protected	status	as	heterosexuality.	Furthermore,	if	non-heterosexuals	were	perceived	as	threatening	the	dominant	cultural	order,	they	were	derided	or	actively	suppressed.	It	is	well	documented	and	understood	that	claiming	a	gay	or	lesbian	identity	is	by	no	means	always	a	socially	acceptable	or	even	safe	experience.	However,	large	parts	of	the	world	are	continually	coming	to	terms	that	the	heterosexual	relationship	is	not	the	only	form,	and	we	are	continually	seeing	a	slow	process	of	social	and	legal	change	reflecting	same-sex	acceptance.	However,	while	the	concept	of	a	homosexual	relationship	is	becoming	more	accepted,	the	hegemony	of	monosexuality	still	clings	to	the	common	denominator	of	both	homosexual	and	heterosexual	relationships.	Seidmann,	Meeks	and	Traschen	(1999)	note:	While	normalizing	gay	identities	may	consolidate	a	triumphant	identity	politic,	it	also	encourages	political	strategies	that	marginalize	such	a	politic.	On	the	one	hand,	as	gay	identities	are	legitimated,	movements	organized	around	other	discredited	sexual	practices	such	as	bisexuality	or	S/M	mobilize	as	independent	sources	of	sexual	identity,	community,	and	politics.	(p.	30)	
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 This	work	seeks	to	show	the	ways	in	which	members	of	bisexual	spaces	struggle	to	combat	the	cultural,	social,	economic,	and	political	hegemony	of	monosexuality	by	countering	the	invisibility	monosexuality	structurally	creates.	A	key	framework	for	understanding	these	counteractive	practices	is	by	analyzing	how	individuals	inscribe	bisexuality.	Using	the	framework	of	Stuart	Hall’s	notion	of	the	work	of	representation	(1997),	I	focus	on	how	representations	of	bisexuality	are	produced	and	exchanged	between	members	through	the	use	and	manipulation	of	signs—including	language,	symbols,	and	images.	That	which	is	invisible	cannot	be	seen;	or	rather,	that	which	is	invisible	can	only	be	referenced	by	what	it	is	not.	Therefore,	the	process	of	bi-invisibility	and	bi-erasure	not	only	refute	the	identity	of	the	bisexual	but	prevent	the	individual	or	group	from	self	defining	without	being	reliant	on	the	language	and	symbols	of	the	dominant	group.	Consequently,	the	process	of	working	towards	visibility	is	an	activist	struggle,	as	I	will	demonstrate	in	this	work.	
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Chapter	3:	Spaces			
I	like	connecting	with	my	bi	friends	every	day.	It	used	to	be	that	I	only	got	to	meet	
bisexual	people	maybe	once	a	month	when	I	could	make	it	to	the	BiUnity	meetings,	or	
maybe	special	events	like	PRIDE	or	Death	Bi	Chocolate.	And	I	loved	those	meetings	and	
events	and	I	loved	the	camaraderie.	But	if	you	missed	one	it	could	be	weeks	or	months	
until	I	had	a	chance	to	feel	connected	with	fellow	bisexuals	again.	But	with	the	online	
groups	I	get	to	chat	with	other	bi	people	every	day	and	some	of	them	have	become	
really	good	friends	of	mine.	It’s	really	the	best.	I	mean,	it	has	some	downsides	like	I	
think	attendance	at	BiUnity	is	really	down	and	that	really	bums	me	out.	But	then	again	
I	think	the	number	of	people	in	our	bi	groups	online	is	higher	than	it’s	ever	been.	So	
more	bis	are	definitely	connecting	more	than	ever.	
~Participant	quote	
	
	
Spaces	as	Method	This	research	was	conducted	as	a	multi-method,	qualitative	examination	of	bisexual	spaces.	For	this	study	I	operationalized	the	term	bisexual	space	as	a	semiotic	category	referring	to	any	social	space	constructed	by	bisexuals	and	designated	for	bisexuals.	I	utilized	ethnographic	participant-observation	and	social	semiotics	to	provide	a	comprehensive	analysis	of	the	practices	of	constructing	and	representing	bisexuality	within	these	spaces.			As	an	ethnographer	I	have	entered	into	a	multitude	of	bisexual	spaces,	both	digital	as	well	as	f2f.	Thus	this	research	been	the	impetus	to	travel	to	several	different	geographical	locations,	even	across	continents.	These	are	easily	measured	–	they	are	places	on	maps,	and	our	postindustrial	minds	are	familiar	with	this	measurement	of	distance.	However,	of	equal	importance	to	this	study	is	all	the	traveling	that	took	place	without	leaving	my	office.	The	technologically	mediated	spaces	that	create	the	infrastructure	for	the	imagined	bisexual	communities	require	
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 the	ethnographer	to	adapt	in	order	to	be	present	and	to	understand	these	spaces	from	within.	This	research	follows	my	encounters	with	bisexual	spaces	and	documents	users’	practices	of	representing	bisexuality	and	encounters	with	representations	of	bisexuality.	No	spaces	in	this	study	are	inferior	to	others.	All	spaces	require	levels	of	technological	mediation	for	the	researcher	to	participate.	In	order	to	understand	the	ways	in	which	bisexual	spaces	work	in	a	setting	that	is	permeated	with	digital	technology	one	needs	to	accept	the	spaces	as	co-existing	and	supportive	of	each	other.	Many	of	the	relationships	I	observed	online	are	supported	offline	and	vice	versa.	While	some	acts	are	more	visible	offline,	others	are	more	visible	online.	In	order	to	grasp	the	bisexual	spaces	studied	the	researcher	must	be	able	to	navigate	both	online	and	offline	spaces.	
Data	Collection	From	November	2011	till	December	2014	I	collected	data	from	the	following	spaces:	Listservs,	blogs,	organization	web	portals	and	pages,	public	group	Facebook	pages,	as	well	as	face-to-face	regional,	national	and	international	meetings.	Further	details	and	methodological	justification	for	each	space	are	provided:	
Listservs	(n=4)	A	listserv	is	a	subscription	based	electronic	mailing	list.	The	listservs	included	in	this	study	were	BIACT-L,	BISEXU-L,	BiNETUSA,	and	BIACADEMIC.	These	included	listservs	were	created	in	English	and	had	a	listed	moderator.	The	presence	of	a	moderator	provides	procedural	protections	for	users	to	flag	unwanted	or	unsolicited	email	communications	and	request	either	intercession	from	the	
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 moderator	or	the	removal	of	the	aggravator	from	the	list,	thus	ensuring	users	have	a	process	for	mitigating	any	unwanted	communications.	The	presence	of	a	moderator	was	a	self-imposed	requirement	to	support	good	ethical	research	practices.	BIACT-L	and	BISEXU-L	were	chosen	because	they	were	the	first	ever	listservs	dedicated	to	serving	a	bisexual	user	population.	These	listservs	were	initially	hosted	on	USENET	and	were	moved	in	1996	to	Brown	University	Servers.	Both	of	these	listservs	are	moderated	by	the	same	person,	who	also	personally	screens	requests	to	join.	BIACT-L	and	BISEXU-L	are	not	very	active	email	listservs	(approximately	1	message	per	month.)	They	were	of	interest	for	this	study	due	to	their	history	as	being	the	first	ever	bisexual	email	listservs.	BiNet	USA	was	chosen	because	it	is	the	email	listserv	hosted	and	operated	by	the	national	organization,	BiNet	USA.	BiNet	USA	is	the	largest	American	organization	for	bisexual,	pansexual,	fluid,	queer-identified	people,	as	well	as	their	allies.	BiNet	USA	is	hosted	by	Yahoo	servers	and	moderated	by	a	BiNet	USA	staff	member	(the	moderator	changes	annually	but	is	always	announced	at	the	beginning	of	each	new	term.)	At	the	time	this	study	began	BiNet	USA	was	a	relatively	active	listserv	with	approximately	35-40	posts	made	monthly.	In	2012	posting	activity	reduced	to	8-12	posts	monthly	towards	the	end	of	the	year.	In	2014	only	8	posts	were	being	made	monthly	to	the	listserv.		BiAcademic	was	chosen	because	it	is	an	offshoot	of	BiNet	USA.	Users	on	BiNet	USA	petitioned	for	an	academic	email	listserv	to	share	information	specific	to	research	studies,	publications,	and	education	related	to	bisexuality.	BiAcademic	is	hosted	by	Yahoo	servers	and	moderated	by	a	volunteer	user	within	the	group;	
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 however,	the	moderator	has	to	be	vetted	by	BiNet	USA.	Additionally,	BiNet	USA	reserves	the	right	to	close	the	BiAcademic	listserv	if	they	feel	necessary	or	warranted.	BiAcademic	began	as	a	fairly	active	listserv	in	2011	but	user-generated	content	decreased	beginning	in	2012,	corresponding	with	the	decrease	in	posting	activity	on	BiNet	USA.		These	four	listservs	represent	the	historically	oldest	listservs	as	well	as	the	most	active	listservs	dedicated	to	English	speaking	bisexual	users	at	the	time	of	this	study.	
Blogs	(n=7)	A	blog	is	a	website	or	web	page	whose	content	is	typically	determined	by	either	one	author	(with	potentially	varied	topics	and	interests)	or	focused	on	one	topic	with	multiple	authors.	Blogs	are	written	in	conversational	style	and	actively	updated	regularly.	The	blogs	included	in	this	study	were	determined	by	topic	–	namely	bisexuality.	The	blogs	included	in	this	research	were	“BiNet	USA”	(http://binetusa.blogspot.com),	“Bi	Radical”	(http://radicalbi.wordpress.com),	“Bi	Furious”	(http://bifurious.wordpress.com),	and	“Bisexuality	and	Beyond”	(http://suegeorgewrites.blogspot.com).	All	of	the	blogs	included	in	this	study	were	created	in	English.	The	blogs	chosen	for	inclusion	in	this	research	stemmed	from	initial	pilot	research	conducted	in	2010.	These	blogs	were	the	most	actively	referenced,	cited,	linked	to,	and	discussed	blogs	within	the	four	email	listservs	included	in	this	project.	Over	the	course	of	the	study	all	of	the	blogs	above	decreased	their	publication	outputs.	Binet	USA’s	blog	stopped	using	their	own	blogging	
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 platform	entirely	and	moved	over	to	using	Facebook	exclusively	as	their	communication	platform.		The	special-interest	news	blogs	included	in	this	study	were	“Bisexual	Examiner”	(http://www.examiner.com/bisexual-in-national/sheela-lambert),	“Bisexuality	Examiner”	(http://www.examiner.com/bisexuality-in-national/mike-szymanski),	the	“Bisexual”	news	portal	on	the	Huffington	Post	website	(http://www.huffingtonpost.com/news/bisexual/)	and	the	“Bisexuality”	special	interest	blog	on	the	Advocate	website	(http://www.advocate.com/bisexuality).		Both	the	“Bisexual	Examiner”	and	“Bisexuality	Examiner”	are	blogs	hosted	as	part	of	Examiner.com,	an	online	user-generated	news	source	aimed	at	providing	“local	content	in	the	U.S.,	powered	by	the	largest	pool	of	knowledgeable	and	passionate	contributors	in	the	world”	(www.examiner.com)	Launched	in	April	2008,	Examiner.com	is	a	network	of	websites	publishing	articles	by	citizen	journalists	and	provides	information	on	hundreds	of	topics	in	the	US	and	Canada.	The	Bisexual	Examiner	and	Bisexuality	Examiner	are	written	by	two	vetted	contributors	for	Examiner.com,	Sheela	Lambert	and	Mike	Szymanski,	respectively.		The	“Bisexual”	portal	for	the	Huffington	Post	is	special-interest	topic	nestled	within	their	news	portal.	The	Huffington	Post	is	an	online	news	aggregator	and	blog	launched	in	May	2005.	The	site	offers	news,	blogs,	and	original	content	and	covers	politics,	business,	entertainment,	environment,	technology,	popular	media,	lifestyle,	culture,	comedy,	healthy	living,	women's	interests,	and	local	news.	Content	for	the	“Bisexual”	portal	is	written	by	freelance	journalists	and	writers.	There	is	no	
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 available	link	on	the	Huffington	Post	website	that	identifies	all	the	contributors	to	the	“Bisexual”	portal.	The	“Bisexuality”	blog	for	the	Advocate	is	a	special-interest	blog	for	its	parent	publication.	The	Advocate	is	an	American	LGBT-interest	magazine	with	a	physical	publication	printed	bi-monthly	available	by	subscription,	as	well	as	a	companion	website	published	daily	and	accessible	for	free.	Both	the	magazine	and	website	have	an	editorial	focus	on	news,	politics,	opinion,	and	entertainment	of	specific	interest	to	lesbians,	gay	men,	bisexuals	and	transgender	(LGBT)	people.	The	magazine	was	established	in	1967	and	is	the	oldest	and	largest	LGBT	publication	in	the	United	States.	In	the	print	magazine,	there	is	no	special	interest	column	devoted	to	bisexuality,	though	articles	do	periodically	focus	on	issues	pertaining	to	bisexuals	or	bisexuality.	The	“Bisexuality”	online	blog	began	relatively	recently,	in	2012.	Content	for	the	“Bisexuality”	blog	on	the	Advocate	is	written	by	freelance	journalists	and	writers.		Several	writers,	like	Michelle	Garcia,	Diane	Andersen-Minshall,	and	Eliel	Cruz	are	frequent	contributors	to	the	blog	but	are	not	the	sole	contributors.		These	news	blogs	were	included	in	this	study	because	they	publish	regularly	on	national	and	regional	news	(and	include	international	news	of	interest	to	an	American	readership),	entertainment,	events,	and	research	explicitly	focused	on	bisexuality.	All	the	news	blogs	in	this	study	are	published	in	English,	are	free	to	access	on	the	internet	and	do	not	require	a	login	or	user	name	to	read.	
Online	Organizations	(n=2)	The	online	organization	spaces	included	in	this	study	were	BiNet	USA	and	BiSocial	Network.		
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 BiNet	USA	is	an	American	national	organization	which	explicitly	aims	to	“promote	bisexual,	pansexual	and	bi-inclusive	visibility,	and	collect	and	distribute	educational	information	regarding	sexual	orientation	and	gender	identity	with	an	emphasis	on	the	bisexual	and	pansexual	and	allied	communities”	(binetusa.com)	BiNet	USA	launched	in	2003	and	at	the	time	of	this	study	was	the	largest	online	community	site	available	for	English	speaking	members,	regardless	of	nationality	or	country	of	residence.	BiSocial	Network	launched	in	2009	with	the	tag	line,	“sexuality,	sociability,	community”	and	explicitly	aims	to	“stop	biphobia	and	bi-erasure	in	our	community,	media,	news,	and	entertainment”	(bisocialnetwork.com)	BiSocial	Network	is	of	particular	interest	to	this	project	since	it	launched	the	“I	Am	Visible”	campaign	in	2011,	with	a	six-month	lead-up	advertising	campaign	across	multiple	online	bisexual	forums.		“I	Am	Visible”	notably	borrowed	from	Dan	Savage’s	internationally	viral	YouTube	campaign,	“It	Gets	Better”	(in	response	to	the	string	of	suicides	among	young	boys	in	2010.)	“I	Am	Visible”	hosts	user-generated	videos	that	follow	the	vernacular	of	coming	out,	provide	emotional	support	for	viewers,	and	directly	addresses	the	topic	of	bisexual	“invisibility”	within	mainstream	straight	as	well	as	mainstream	“gay”	culture.	The	BiSocial	Network	disabled	its	webpages	–	including	the	“I	Am	Visible”	campgaign	–	a	year	later	in	2012.	A	month	later,	BiSocial	Network	started	a	public	page	on	Facebook,	and	moved	the	“I	Am	Visible”	component	to	the	Facebook	platform.	I	continued	to	collect	data	on	BiSocial	Network	when	they	migrated	to	
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 Facebook;	additionally,	the	data	collected	from	their	original	website	remains	part	of	this	study.			These	online	organization	sites	were	included	in	this	study	because	of	their	primary	focus	on	informing	visitors	of	bisexual-specific	news,	research,	entertainment,	and	events	(perceived	to	be	of	interest	to	members),	both	nationally	and	regionally.	Both	sites	are	written	in	English	and	did	not	at	the	time	of	this	study	provide	information	in	any	other	language.	
Social	Media	(n=1)	The	social	media	platform	included	in	this	study	was	Facebook.	Frequently	data	originated	from	other	social	media	platforms,	such	as	tumblr	or	Twitter,	but	was	only	included	in	this	study	if	the	content	was	ultimately	posted	on	one	of	the	included	Facebook	pages	listed	below.		Facebook	is	a	personalized	social	media	site	that	began	as	a	platform	for	connecting	individuals	with	their	friends	(originally,	for	connecting	college	students	and	graduates	with	each	other.)		Facebook	now	offers	several	types	of	tools	for	connectivity,	including	individual	profiles,	as	well	as	pages	and	groups	for	individuals	and	organizations.	Facebook	explains	the	differences	between	these	user	options:		Personal	profiles	are	for	non-commercial	use	and	represent	individual	people.	Pages	look	similar	to	personal	profiles,	but	they	offer	unique	tools	for	businesses,	brands	and	organizations.	Pages	are	managed	by	people	who	have	personal	profiles.	Unlike	your	profile,	Facebook	Pages	are	visible	to	everyone	on	the	internet	by	default.	You,	and	every	person	on	Facebook,	can	connect	with	these	Pages	by	becoming	a	fan	and	then	receive	their	updates	in	your	News	Feed	and	interact	with	them.	Facebook	Groups	are	the	place	for	small	group	communication	and	for	people	to	share	their	common	interests	and	express	their	opinion.	Groups	allow	people	to	come	together	around	a	common	cause,	issue	or	activity	to	organize,	express	objectives,	discuss	
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 issues,	post	photos	and	share	related	content.	Groups	can	be	publicly	available	for	anyone	to	join,	require	administrator	approval	for	members	to	join,	or	be	kept	private	and	by	invitation	only.	Like	with	Pages,	new	posts	by	a	group	are	included	in	the	News	Feeds	of	its	members	and	members	can	interact	and	share	with	one	another	from	the	group	(https://www.facebook.com/help/133986550032744).			The	four	public	facebook	groups	included	in	this	study	were	BiNet	USA,	BiHistory	Group,	BiUnity,	and	People	Against	BiPhobia.	By	the	end	of	the	study	BiNet	USA	had	3,619	members,	BiHistory	had	1,982	members,	BiUnity	of	Philadelphia	had	215	members,	and	People	Against	BiPhobia	1,094	members.		Importantly,	BiNet	USA	began	operating	a	public	group	page	on	FaceBook	in	2012.	In	a	clear	inverse	relationship,	while	the	listserv	activity	began	to	dwindle,	posts	made	on	FaceBook	began	to	increase	dramatically.	Because	the	majority	of	BiNet	USA	members	migrated	from	the	BiNet	USA	listserv	service	to	the	FaceBook	application	I	decided	to	begin	including	FaceBook	data	in	this	study	starting	in	January	2013	and	remaining	in	effect	for	the	duration	of	the	study.		The	eighteen	public	facebook	pages	included	in	this	study	were	BiSexual	Pride	(765	likes),	By	the	Bi	(917	likes),	Wipe	Out	Biphobia	(1,243	likes),	End	the	Bi	Ban	(1,000	likes),	Bisexual	Organizing	Project/BOP	(1,865	likes),	Still	Bisexual	(967	likes),	Bisexual.org	(111k	likes),	BiElders	(247	likes),	The	Bi	Cast	(784	likes),	Bi	Visibility	Day	(4,347	likes),	Bisexual	History	Project	(439	likes),	Bi	Story	Project	(1,184	likes),	Bi	Community	News	(824	likes),	Bisexual	Bloggers	(3,051	likes),	Bisexual	Community	(103k	likes),	Bisexual	Resource	Center/BRC	(6,184	likes),	Bi	Social	Network	(1,851	likes),	and	I	Am	Visible	(1,548	likes).		
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 These	selected	public	Facebook	groups	and	pages	were	included	in	this	study	because:	(1)	they	were	public	pages	and	the	content	of	the	pages	were	visible	to	all	Facebook	users;	(3)	the	content	of	the	pages	primary	focused	on	bisexual-specific	news,	research,	entertainment,	and	events.	All	of	the	content	available	on	the	public	Facebook	pages’	profiles	and	timelines	were	written	in	English.	
Meetings	(n=3)	I	participated	in	regional,	national,	and	international	meetings	to	collect	data	in	f2f	environments	for	this	research.	The	regional	meeting	included	in	this	study	was	BiUnity,	Philadelphia's	social	and	support	network	for	bisexual	people,	their	family	and	friends.	BiUnity	was	chosen	as	a	site	for	participant	observation	due	to	its	geographical	proximity.	BiUnity	was	a	volunteer	run	organization	that	met	monthly	at	the	William	Way	Center	in	downtown	Philadelphia.		BiUnity	hosted	a	monthly	discussion	group	on	the	third	Friday	of	every	month,	moderated	in	turn	taking	style	by	a	group	of	long-standing	members	of	the	organization.	At	the	time	I	attended	meetings	there	were	four	senior	members	who	took	turns	moderating	meetings.		In	addition	to	the	open	monthly	discussions,	BiUnity	moderators	organize	an	annual	fundraiser	in	January	–	Death	Bi	Chocolate	–	and	organize	BiUnity’s	participation	in	two	of	Philadelphia’s	largest	annual	LGBT	events	–	Pride	and	OUT	Fest	–	by	organizing	volunteers	to	take	shifts	at	a	BiUnity	table,	where	informative	pamphlets	were	provided	for	free	and	volunteered	merchandise	was	sold	as	part	of	BiUnity’s	organizational	fundraising.	Further,	members	could	suggest	meet-ups	on	the	website	or	host	events	at	their	homes.	Such	events	included	Bi’s	in	the	Kitchen	
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 (a	quarterly	cooking	event),	movie	nights	downtown,	and	game	nights	at	various	members’	houses.		Starting	in	2012,	BiUnity	attendance	began	to	decrease.	By	2013	BiUnity	attendance	was	historically	low	and	the	Executive	Committee	voted	to	change	from	meeting	monthly	to	meeting	every	other	month.	In	January	2015,	BiUnity	officially	stopped	hosting	meetings	and	events;	however,	they	did	continue	to	provide	web	services	for	members	to	communicate	with	another,	as	well	as	their	ongoing	involvement	in	Philadelphia’s	annual	OUTFest	and	PrideFest.	The	national	meeting	included	in	this	study	was	BECAUSE.	This	annual	meeting	was	chosen	based	on	their	specific	focus	on	topics	concerning	bisexuality	and	because	there	was	a	considerable	number	of	participants	responding	on	the	email	listservs	that	they	were	attending.	BECAUSE	took	place	from	Friday,	April	20-	Sunday	April	22,	2012	on	the	University	of	Minnesota	campus	in	St.	Paul	Minnesota.	There	were	approximately	250	attendees	at	the	conference.	Over	the	course	of	the	three	days	events	were	held	beginning	at	9am	and	through	the	day	until	10pm.	Fifty-one	workshops	were	offered,	with	two	plenary	speakers	and	an	organized	social	event	each	evening.		The	international	meeting	included	in	this	study	was	BiCon.	This	annual	meeting	was	chosen	based	on	their	specific	focus	on	topics	concerning	bisexuality	and	because	there	was	a	considerable	number	of	participants	responding	on	the	email	listservs	that	they	were	attending.	BiCON	took	place	from	Friday,	August	10	–	Monday	August	13,	2012	on	the	University	of	Bradford	campus	in	Bradford,	UK.	There	were	approximately	300	attendees	at	the	convention.	Over	the	course	of	four	
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 days,	workshops,	lectures,	and	group	events	were	held	beginning	at	9am	and	ran	through	the	day	until	5pm,	with	social	events	planned	each	evening	that	ran	till	midnight	or	later.	Fifty-eight	workshops	were	offered	and	an	organized	social	event	each	evening.		
Spaces	Excluded	Dating	sites	or	groups	whose	stated	focus	is	on	locating	sexual	partners	were	not	included	in	this	research,	nor	were	social	network	groups	who	advertised	a	focus	on	sex	acts,	such	as	“a	group	for	those	who	enjoy	girl-on-girl	action.”	The	rational	for	this	decision	is	pragmatic	in	two	regards:	First,	to	reasonably	limit	the	scope	and	data	of	this	research.	Secondly,	although	dating	and	locating	sexual	partners	are	arguably	significant	activities	to	consider,	I	have	chosen	to	focus	on	sites	online	that	explicitly	involve	identity	and	community	building.	Sites	focused	on	dating	and	locating	sexual	partners	will	be	considered	for	inclusion	in	future	research.		Additionally,	only	English	language	spaces	were	included	in	this	study	as	the	principle	researcher	is	not	fluent	in	any	other	language.		
Spaces	as	Theory	Henri	Lefebvre,	a	French	Marxist	sociologist	and	philosopher,	often	focused	on	critically	examining	everyday	life	in	order	to	understand	how	reality	is	shaped	through	our	relations	to	the	material	as	well	as	the	conceptual.	In	his	work,	The	
Production	of	Space	(1991),	Lefebvre	argues	that	“space	is	not	a	thing	among	other	things,	nor	a	product	among	other	products:	rather,	it	subsumes	things	produced	and	encompasses	their	interrelationships	in	their	coexistence	and	simultaneity—
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 their	(relative)	order	and/or	(relative)	disorder”	(p.73).	In	other	words,	space	for	Lefebvre	is	neither	separate	from	our	experience	nor	our	concepts	of	it;	rather,	space	is	itself	fundamentally	social	as	well	as	socially	produced.	Lefebvre	posits	that	space	is	a	dialectical	interaction	between	three	inextricable	aspects:	Spatial	practices:	the	production	and	reproduction	of	spatial	relations	between	objects	and	products;	Representations	of	space:	our	cognitive	knowledge	of	space,	its	relation	to	production,	and	its	conceptual	signs	and	codes;	and	Representational	spaces:	the	lived	experiences	that	emerge	as	a	result	of	the	dialectical	relation	between	spatial	practice	and	representations	of	spaces	(Canete,	2004).	From	this	dialectical	triangulation,	space	“involves	assigning	more	or	less	appropriated	places	to	social	relations”	(Lefebvre,	2009,	p.	186).	Following	Lefebvre’s	theorizing,	space	is	fundamentally	the	experience	of	social	life.	Significantly,	Lefebvre	recognized	the	prospect	of	emerging	new	spaces	that	he	claimed	would	resist	forces	of	homogenization	present	in	abstract	space.		Since	its	widespread	adoption	beginning	in	the	United	States	in	the	early	1990s,	the	Internet	has	been	heralded	by	developers,	uses,	researchers,	and	journalists	as	a	new	“space”	–	sometimes	classified	as	virtual	and	sometimes	classified	as	digital	(a	distinction	I	will	take	up	further	later	in	this	chapter.)	These	early	discussions	of	the	Internet	produced	an	over-determined	binary	between	face-to-face	(f2f)	and	online	interactions,	in	which	f2f	was	termed	‘real’	or	‘reality’	and	‘virtual’	or	‘virtual	reality’	denoted	computer-based.	This	widespread	usage	–	still	present	today	–	is	problematic	as	it	linguistically	marks	reality	as	that	which	is	“computer	free”	(Fornas	et	al.,	2002).	From	the	early	00’s	there	was	an	increasing	
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 effort	to	develop	more	nuanced	understandings	of	social	spaces	–	and	presence	–	online	(e.g.,	Carter,	2005;	Fornas	et	al.,	2002;	Miller,	2001;	Sunden,	2003).	Instead	of	positioning	online	and	offline	activity	as	separate	experiences	–	and	generally	as	either	overly	utopic	(in	its	possibilities	for	experiencing	the	virtual	self	as	limitless)	or	overly	dystopic	(in	its	possibilities	for	rendering	‘real	world’	interactions	obsolete)	–	current	research	and	theory	in	Internet	and	New	Media	studies	explores	the	intersections	between	these	imagined	divides,	some	of	which	I	will	outline	in	greater	detail	in	the	next	section	of	this	chapter.	Following	this	body	of	research,	subsequent	theories	posit	that	there	are	neither	purely	online	experiences	nor	a	purely	offline	life;	the	world	is	becoming	an	increasingly	hybrid	space	(Lindtner	et	al.,	2008;	Jordan,	2009;	Pasek,	2009;	Shumar,	2011).		As	hybrid	spaces	occupy	more	and	more	theoretical	discussion	–	as	well	as	lived	experiences	–	in	contemporary	developed	and	developing	nations,	social	science	research	has	also	been	focusing	on	hybrid	identities	and	“fluid”	subject	positions,	especially	as	they	pertain	to	the	Internet	(e.g.,	Turkle,	1995;	Chandler,	1998,	Kendall,	1998;	Clothier,	2005;	Black,	2006;	Lee,	2007;	Pearson,	2009).	Digital	technologies	contribute	to	the	complex	and	multidimensional	processes	that	shape	our	subjectivities.	They	can	create	or	deny	opportunities	for	the	articulation	of	different	types	of	subjects	and	subject	positions.		
Studying	Virtual	Spaces	At	the	outset,	Internet	researchers	have	been	engaged	with	questions	regarding	the	impact	of	participating	in	online	environments	on	group	and	individual	identity	and	subjectivity	(e.g.	Turkle,	1995,	Foster,	1997;	Jones,	1997,	Chandler	&	Roberts-Young,	1998;	Kollock	&	Smith,	1999).	These	questions	affected	
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 the	growth	of	a	new	area	of	inquiry,	the	development	of	new	theories,	the	application	of	older	theories	in	new	contexts,	and	the	development	of	new	methods	for	these	new	sites	of	research.		Anthropologists	doing	Internet	research	at	the	time	were	especially	keen	to	draw	a	distinction	between	“virtual	ethnography”	from	traditional	ethnography,	with	a	focus	on	addressing	the	“place”	(space)	of	fieldwork	as	a	methodological	concern	(e.g.,	Mason,	1996;	Lindlof	&	Shatzer,	1998,	Hine	2000;	Miller	&	Slater,	2000).	In	Anthropology,	the	conceit	of	traditional	ethnographic	research	was	“I	know	because	I	was	there”	(Shumar	&	Madison,	2013).	But	the	question	of	“there”	is	complicated	by	the	Internet:	on	the	Internet	multiple	sites	can	be	linked	together	and	users	can	be	in	more	than	one	site	at	the	same	time	as	well	as	the	complicated	relationship	of	understanding	user’s	experience	of	the	Internet	within	cultural	(and/or	geographical)	contexts.	Prior	to	the	emergence	of	virtual	ethnography,	ethnographers	had	already	addressed	the	notion	of	the	field	site	as	problematic	(Shumar,	2002a);	however,	the	increase	in	online	users	and	proliferation	of	diverse	online	spaces	has	contributed	to	the	escalation	of	problematizing	the	field	site	in	productive	ways.	Two	important	books	addressing	ethnographic	methods	for	online	research	came	out	following	the	initial	growth	of	Internet	research	in	the	late	90s:	Christine	Hine’s	Virtual	
Ethnography	(2000)	and	Daniel	Miller	and	Don	Slater’s	The	Internet:	An	
Ethnographic	Approach	(2000).			Christine	Hine	conducted	one	of	the	first	ethnographic	studies	on	the	Internet.	She	examined	online	user	activity	surrounding	the	Louise	Woodward	case.	
	59 
 In	1997	a	British	teenager	worked	for	an	American	family	as	a	nanny	for	their	two	young	children.	The	American	couple’s	8	month-old	baby	died	of	brain	hemorrhage	while	in	the	care	of	Louse	Woodward,	reportedly	due	to	shaken-baby	syndrome.	Because	of	the	cause	of	death	of	the	infant,	Ms.	Woodward	was	tried	for	murder	in	Boston.	A	key	component	of	this	study	makes	it	quite	notable:	Hine	was	ethnographically	following	a	topic,	not	a	group	of	people	in	a	specified	geographical	location.	Her	participant	observation	was	conducted	online	in	multiple	different	chat	rooms	and	news	sites	examining	how	individuals	discussed	and	interacted	with	each	other	regarding	the	events	around	the	court	case.	From	this	case	study	emerged	an	in-depth	book	addressing	methodological	and	theoretical	concerns	for	conducting	qualitative,	ethnographic	research	not	just	about	online	spaces	but	within	online	spaces.	Hine’s	stance	on	the	Internet	as	a	legitimate	‘space’	for	social	inquiry	in	its	own	right	–	not	dependent	on	an	“offline”	correlate	for	validation	–	is	an	important	contribution	to	the	development	of	‘virtual	ethnography’	methods.	For	Hine,	the	“practical	problem	of	designing	an	ethnographic	study	of	the	Internet	is	also	a	statement	about	methodological	foundations.	The	‘problem’	is	a	result	of	a	narrow	conception	of	ethnography,	focused	on	prolonged	engagement	in	a	bounded	social	space,	whether	that	be	a	village,	a	club,	a	computer	company	or	a	newsgroup”	(p	40).	She	explicitly	addresses	the	problem	of	romanticizing	offline	spaces	as	“more	real”	than	online	spaces	when	she	states:		Advocates	and	critics	of	the	idea	of	online	communities	tend	to	end	up	arguing	about	the	authenticity	of	online	social	formations	in	relation	to	their	real	counterparts,	in	a	way	which	often	harks	back	to	a	romanticized	view	of	traditional	communities…	Arguing	over	whether	online	social	formulations	
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 map	directly	on	to	those	that	occur	either	ideally	or	actually	in	offline	settings	may	be	a	distraction	from	the	study	of	whatever	develops	online	in	its	own	terms.	(p	19)			Hine	posits	that	there	are	two	distinct	ways	of	viewing	the	Internet:	In	one	instance	the	Internet	“represents	a	place,	cyberspace,	where	culture	is	formed	and	reformed”	(p.	9).	In	the	other,	the	Internet	is	a	“product	of	culture:	a	technology	that	was	produced	by	particular	people	with	contextually	situated	goals	and	priorities”	(p.	9).	While	Hine	explicates	both	of	these	positions	throughout	her	book,	she	is	careful	not	to	choose	one	over	the	other	but	rather	uses	them	both	as	analytical	tools	for	examining	online	interactions.	As	she	states	early	on,	“this	book	is	about	the	ways	in	which	the	use	of	the	Internet	is	made	meaningful	in	local	contexts”	(p.	vii).			 One	methodological	approach	Hine	overviews	in	her	book	was	to	adopt	George	Marcus’	notion	of	the	multisited	ethnography	(1995).	Although	Marcus’	multisited	ethnography	was	designed	and	intended	for	analog	–	not	digital—sites,	his	work	can	and	has	been	applied	to	online	spaces.	Similarly,	Arjun	Appadurai’s	and	Manuel	Castells’	work	on	flows	and	networks	have	also	been	successfully	used	to	address	spatial	dislocation	within	ethnographic	methods	(Hine,	2000).		Additionally,	another	approach	to	Internet	research	methods	developed	around	the	logic	of	following	networks	as	the	criterion	for	being	included	in	a	study.	These	can	be	networks	of	people	(e.g.,	boyd	&	Heer,	2006),	or	of	information	(e.g.,	Beaulieu	&	Simakova,	2006).	These	can	also	be	networks	that	follow	the	connections	between	online	as	well	as	offline	activity	(e.g.,	Constable,	2003).	Two	important	contributors	to	network	methods	–	as	well	as	theory	–	are	Barry	Wellman,	who	has	made	many	
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 contributions	(2001;	2004;	2005)	and	Robert	Kozinets	who	wrote	Netnography:	
Doing	Ethnographic	Research	Online	(2010).			In	Hine’s	most	recent	book,	Ethnography	for	the	Internet:	Embedded,	
Embodied,	and	Everyday	(2015)	she	articulates	the	adoption	of	multi	space	research	in	current	methods:		Ethnographers	who	explore	phenomena	that	are	not	bounded	by	single	sites,	whether	their	organizing	principle	be	tracing	networks,	identifying	social	worlds,	or	following	phenomena	across	multiple	sites,	need	some	way	of	identifying	the	connections	they	will	follow…	In	some	cases,	the	ethnographer	will	be	led	to	specific	online	spaces	by	the	practices	of	participants	as	explained	in	interviews:	participants	may	talk	about	the	discussion	groups	they	frequent,	the	Facebook	groups	they	belong	to,	or	the	sites	to	which	they	upload	their	photographs.	In	other	cases,	the	technologies	of	the	Internet	themselves	suggest	connections	to	pursue.	(p.	67)		However,	Hine’s	methodological	approach	in	Virtual	Ethnography	(2000)	and	later	in	Ethnography	for	the	Internet	(2015)	both	examined	online	spaces	only;	potentially	reifying	the	online/offline	divide	in	practical	terms.	Daniel	Miller	and	Don	Slater,	in	their	seminal	work	The	Internet:	An	
Ethnographic	Approach	(2000)	stated	about	Internet	research:	We	need	to	treat	Internet	media	as	continuous	with	and	embedded	in	other	social	spaces,	that	they	happen	within	mundane	social	structures	and	relations	that	may	transform	but	that	they	cannot	escape	into	a	self-enclosed	cyberian	apartness.	(p.	5)		In	this	particular	study,	Miller	&	Slater	studied	Trinidadians	relationship	with	the	Internet.	Individually,	each	of	the	researchers	had	been	involved	with	studying	Trinidad	for	an	extended	period	of	time,	representing	a	traditional	approach	to	anthropological	fieldwork	and	the	study	of	the	(exotic)	“other.”	Both	researchers	were	born	and	raised	in	Great	Britain	and	each	had	spent	months	living	in	Trinidad	for	research	purposes	(Miller	as	an	anthropologist	and	Slater	as	a	sociologist.)	The	
	62 
 authors	argue	that	it	is	fundamental	to	locate	online	practices	within	specific	material	contexts.		For	them,	the	Internet	is	“not	a	monolithic	or	placeless	‘cyberspace’;	rather,	it	is	numerous	technologies,	used	by	diverse	people,	in	diverse	real-world	locations”	(p.	6)	Significantly,	the	users	that	they	studied	lived	all	over	the	world,	not	just	in	Trinidad;	however,	their	study	took	place	in	Trinidad.	Miller	&	Slater	posit	that	their	focus	on	Trinidad	is	not	a	limitation	but	rather	“the	Internet	as	a	meaningful	phenomenon	only	exists	in	particular	places….	‘Being	Trini’	is	integral	to	understanding	what	the	Internet	is	in	this	particular	place;	and	that	using	the	Internet	is	becoming	integral	to	‘being	Trini’”	(p.	1).	The	authors'	ethnographic	approach,	carried	out	through	time,	allows	them	to	show	how	places	are	redefined	in	Trinidadians'	engagement	with	forces	such	as	the	internet,	as	well	as	the	different	universes	of	social	and	technical	possibility	that	have	developed	around	the	Internet	in	different	places.		A	central	tenet	of	their	ethnographic	approach	to	studying	the	Internet	is	that	they	were	not	“simply	asking	about	the	‘use’	or	the	‘effects’	of	a	new	medium:	rather,	we	are	looking	at	how	members	of	a	specific	culture	attempt	to	make	themselves	a(t)	home	in	a	transforming	communicative	environment,	and	how	they	can	find	themselves	in	this	environment	and	at	the	same	time	try	to	mould	(sic)	it	in	their	own	image”	(p.	1).	For	Miller	&	Slater,	Internet	use	and	experience	should	be	situated	within	–	not	separated	from	–	the	material	locale	and	broader	cultural	practices	of	users	in	order	to	be	properly	analyzed	and	understood.		In	contrast	to	the	methodological	stance	taken	by	Miller	&	Slater,	Tom	Boellstorff	lays	out	a	case	for	considering	such	a	‘self-enclosed	cyberian	apartness.’	
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 In	his	ethnographic	study,	Coming	of	Age	in	Second	Life,	Boellstorff	takes	the	position	that	virtual	ethnography	should	be	studied	on	its	own	terms.	Boellstorff	spent	two	years	conducting	participant-observation	research	in	Second	Life,	a	3D	multi-user	‘virtual	world’	where	users	engage	synchronously	with	each	other	and	the	environment	via	customized	avatars.	His	study	examined	how	users	engage	and	negotiate	with	each	other	as	well	as	their	environment,	what	meanings	users	attribute	to	their	experiences,	and	how	their	experiences	affect	not	only	individual	notions	of	identity	and	society,	but	cultural	ones	as	well.		As	an	ethnographer,	Boellstorff’s	stance	is	that	persistent	virtual	worlds	like	Second	Life	are	distinct	domains	of	being	human,	deserving	of	study	in	their	own	right	(p.	238).	A	key	distinction	–	one	that	he	and	his	coauthors	of	Ethnography	and	
Virtual	Worlds	(2012)	articulate	clearly	in	their	handbook	–	is	that	virtual	worlds	are	different	from	networked	communities.	Their	argument	is	that	virtual	worlds	are	“are	places	and	have	a	sense	of	worldness”	(2012,	p.	7,	italics	original).	For	Boellstorff,	the	sustained,	synchronous	communication	in	an	object-rich	social	environment	is	a	significant	difference	worthy	of	categorization	as	a	“world”	apart	from	networked	environments	like	Facebook	or	online	communities	sustained	via	chat	forums	(p.7).		Of	particular	interest	to	this	study	is	Boellstorff’s	argument	that	the	“Age	of	Techne	makes	a	worldview	in	which	aspects	of	selfhood	formerly	seen	as	natural	or	derived	from	group	membership	can	be	seen	as	produced	through	creativity”	(2008,	p.	238).	In	coming	to	this	position,	Boellstorff	makes	three	important	claims:	First,	that	online	spaces	are	novel	forms	of	technology	that	afford	users	new	possibilities	
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 for	being	human.	However,	he	also	claims	that	these	new	possibilities	that	we	call	“the	virtual”	are	not	in	and	of	themselves	new;	rather:		“Virtual	worlds	show	us	how,	under	our	very	noses,	our	‘real’	lives	have	been	‘virtual’	all	along.	It	is	in	being	virtual	that	we	are	human:	since	it	is	human	“nature”	to	experience	life	through	the	prism	of	culture,	human	being	has	always	been	virtual	being.	Culture	is	out	‘killer	app’:	we	are	virtually	human.”	(p.	5)		The	conclusion,	for	Boelsstorff,	is	that	“online	worlds	draw	upon	a	capacity	for	the	virtual	that	is	as	old	as	humanity	itself,	but	aspects	of	selfhood	and	society	within	them	are	novel”	(p.	238).		It	is	precisely	these	novel	capacities	for	selfhood	within	online	spaces	that	I	explore	in	this	study,	with	an	explicit	emphasis	on	the	interconnectedness	between	online	and	offline	spaces	and	the	capacity	that	is	generated	in	both	for	impacting	ideas	about	identity;	specifically,	practices	of	representing	identities.	
Virtual,	Digital,	and	Mediated	Spaces		 In	the	literature	reviewed	in	this	chapter	addressing	online	ethnography	there	is	a	trend	shared	among	all	the	authors	for	designating	online	socially	shared	environments	as	“virtual.”	In	colloquial	usage,	virtual,	digital,	and	New	Media	are	frequently	used	to	designate	online	environments.	However,	the	semiotic	meaning	of	each	carries	with	it	specific	connotations	that	warrant	a	further	discussion.		As	outlined	in	Chapter	2,	structural	semiotics	posits	that	concepts	are	defined	“not	positively,	in	terms	of	their	content,	but	negatively	by	contrast	with	other	items	in	the	same	system.	What	characterizes	each	most	exactly	is	being	whatever	the	others	are	not”	(Saussure,	1983;	p.	115).	A	common	definition	for	virtual	is	something	that	is	almost	or	nearly,	but	not	quite.	Specifically,	in	the	fields	of	
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 computing	virtual	means	something	that	does	not	physically	exist	but	is	made	by	software	to	appear	to	do	so.	Semiotically,	then,	virtual	is	not	just	“almost	but	not	quite”	but	differentiates	‘real’	from	‘not	real’	in	its	signification.		The	development	and	use	of	the	term	‘virtual’	in	relation	to	Internet	studies	in	the	early	and	mid	90s	was	often	used	to	signify	that	which	happened	on	the	Internet	as	disembedded	from	reality.	Miller	&	Slater	point	out	that	“virtual”	was	used	to	mark	a	“representational	‘as	if’	that	is	separated	from	but	can	substitute	for	the	‘really	is’…	But	by	focusing	on	‘virtuality’	as	the	defining	feature	of	the	many	Internet	media	and	then	moving	on	to	notions	such	as	‘cyberspace’,	we	start	from	an	assumption	that	it	is	opposed	to	and	disembedded	from	the	real’”	(p.	4).		Hine,	Boellstorff,	and	Miller	&	Slater	–	as	well	as	many	other	ethnographers	studying	the	Internet	–	argue	that	human	interaction	online	is	both	located	and	embedded	in	the	‘real’.	Miller	&	Slater	explain	that	‘virtuality’	is	“the	capacity	of	communicative	technologies	to	constitute	rather	than	mediate	realities	and	to	constitute	relatively	bounded	spheres	of	interaction”	(of	which	they	further	point	out	are	neither	new	nor	specific	to	the	Internet)	(2000,	p.	6).	In	this	regard,	virtuality	is	a	technologically	constituted	bounded	sphere.	As	the	authors	further	point	out,	“modern	nations	might	be	thought	of	as	‘imagined’	or	virtual	communities,	dependent	on	the	capacity	of	newspapers	to	reflect	a	singular	imaginary	back	to	a	dispersed	or	divided	people”	(p.	6).	Virtuality	in	this	regard	is	not	an	“almost	but	not	quite	‘real’	space”	but	rather	a	shared	imaginary	among	a	group	of	people	–	whether	that	be	an	imagined	geographical	connection,	social	identity	marker,	or	platform	(Shumar,	2002b).		
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 Similarly,	Boellstorff	argues	that	‘virtual’	should	not	be	understood	as	experiences	reserved	only	for	online	environments:	“Since	humans	are	always	crafting	themselves	through	culture,	they	have	always	been	virtual”	(2008,	p.	237).	However,	Boellstorff	argues	for	using	the	terms	‘virtual’	and	‘actual’	“in	an	ethnographic	sense,	not	an	ontological	one”	(p.	19),	reflecting	how	participants’	denote	them	(p.	19).	Boellstorff	directly	addresses	the	difficulty	of	binaries	in	regards	to	the	virtual	and	actual,	explaining	that	he	employs	them	ethnographically	not	ontologically:	“the	binarism	of	virtual/actual	is	an	experientially	salient	aspect	of	online	culture,	not	just	a	terminological	nicety…	Like	all	binarism,	it	persists	in	spite	of	attempts	to	deconstruct	it”	(p.	19).		However,	Boellstorff	reminds	the	reader	that	these	denoted	‘virtual	worlds’	“remain	linked	to	the	actual	world,	and	questions	of	inequality,	community,	and	selfhood	remain	just	as	pertinent”	(p.	238).			 While	these	critiques	against	virtual	as	something	‘as	if’	provide	necessary	and	useful	expansions	for	analysis	and	application,	there	is	still	significant	ambiguity	of	what	virtual	means	in	the	field	of	Internet	research	and	how	it	continues	to	be	applied	additionally	in	communication	as	well	as	computational	research.	Equally	as	popular	in	the	fields	of	communication,	computational,	and	Internet	research	has	been	the	term	‘digital’	for	marking	computer-based	environments,	and	its	link	to	New	Media	research,	which	has	a	broader	focus	than	what	happens	to	and	on	the	Internet	but	includes	examining	all	forms	of	digital	mediums,	their	material	properties,	connectivity,	and	the	information	culture	they	produce.	
	67 
 Returning	again	to	semiotics	and	the	significance	of	differentiation,	digital	spaces	are	therefore	not	just	computer-based	environments,	but	are	semiotically	marked	as	that	which	is	not	analogue.	Here	the	difference	is	not	contrasted	with	that	which	is	‘real”	but	rather	analogue	refers	to	“continuously	variable”	data.	Digital,	in	this	sense,	is	the	relationship	between	on/off	signals	(and	binary	coding)	to	exchange	information.	Digital,	then,	is	a	term	more	closely	linked	to	the	functional	aspects	of	a	medium	and	its	organization.		Lev	Manovich	in	his	book	The	Language	of	New	Media	(2001)	points	out,	however,	that	digital	is	not	a	straightforward	term,	either.	According	to	Manovich,	digital	is	“an	umbrella	term	for	three	unrelated	concepts—analog-to-digital	conversion,	a	common	representational	code,	and	numeric	representation.	Whenever	we	claim	that	some	quality	of	new	media	is	due	to	its	digital	status,	we	need	to	specify	which	of	these	three	concepts	is	at	work”	(p.	52).	Therefore,	the	term	digital	is	likewise	ambiguous	in	meaning	and	application.	However,	the	term	digital	in	context	to	social	environments	available	through	access	to	the	Internet	semiotically	marks	those	spaces	as	shaped	by	their	technological	medium	as	opposed	to	any	‘as	if’	relationship	to	some	separate	or	distinct	‘reality’.	Therefore,	I	have	chosen	to	delineate	the	spaces	I	study	as	digitally	mediated	spaces	based	on	the	arguments	above.	Furthermore,	this	study	focuses	on	a	category	(bisexuality)	as	opposed	to	a	clearly	delineated	group	(of	bisexuals)	or	a	closed	environment	(such	as	BiNet	USA.)	While	this	work	is	an	ethnographic	study	of	self-identified	bisexuals,	any	variety	of	people	could	be	present	in	these	spaces	at	any	time:	people	who	do	not	necessarily	
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 define	themselves	as	bisexual,	people	who	are	exploring	how	to	identify	themselves,	people	who	are	allies	to	bisexuals,	etc.	As	a	researcher,	I	am	interested	in	what	happens	in	these	spaces—what	participants	discuss,	what	media	is	(re)posted,	what	events	takes	place—but	not	in	determining	if	everyone	who	passes	in	and	out	of	them	expressly	self-identifies	as	a	bisexual;	therefore,	I	study	spaces	that	are	defined	categorically	as	explicitly	for	bisexuals.	This	is	somewhat	similar	to	Hine,	who	focused	on	a	particular	topic	that	defined	her	methodological	parameters	for	participant	observation.	However,	more	relevant	to	my	approach	is	David	Valentine’s	“ethnography	of	a	category”	paired	with	Lev	Manovich’s	theory	of	the	language	of	new	media,	the	latter	of	which	was	explored	in	greater	detail	in	Chapter	2.	In	Valentine’s	study	of	the	category	transgender,	he	was	clear	to	state	that	his	study	was	“not	strictly	about	transgender	identity,	transgender	community,	or	performativity,	even	though	I	engage	these	topics.	Rather,	I	am	interested	in	why	it	is	that	transgender-identified	people—and	transgender	identity,	transgender	community,	etc.—are	seen	to	be	figured	which	can	tell	us	something	about	a	category	of	experience”	(2007,	p.		16).	In	this	same	vein,	this	study	has	been	structured	to	elicit	“something	about	a	category	of	experience.”	
Methodological	Stance	The	study	of	bisexual	spaces	requires	the	observer	to	be	present	in	many	different	places.	Some	of	these	are	earthbound	actual	locations	with	physical	chairs	and	tables,	others	are	interactions	taking	place	through	the	mediation	of	technology	and	are	seemingly	independent	of	time	and	space.	In	either	case,	the	world	is	there,	and	we	inhabit	it	in	order	to	participate.	Therefore,	in	order	to	carry	out	this	study	I	
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 travelled	to	specific	locations	to	participate	through	processes	of	observation	and	interaction,	but	I	also	engaged	through	my	keyboards	and	touchscreens.	When	entering	into	the	technologically	mediated	spaces	our	devices,	and	in	particular	our	digital	selves,	act	as	symbolic	objects	in	our	ambient	imagined	communities.		The	modern	world	in	general,	and	access	to	the	digital	world	in	particular,	has	enabled	us	to	more	fluidly	align	ourselves	beyond	the	geographic	and	our	close	social	circles.	Latour	posits	that	“we	are	no	longer	sure	what	about	what	‘we’	means;	we	seem	to	be	bound	by	‘ties’	that	don’t	look	like	regular	social	ties”	(2005,	p.	7).	Indeed,	the	ability	to	redefine	ourselves	with	the	aid	of	imagined	communities	online	has	redefined	the	discourse	on	the	self.		We	create	ourselves	haphazardly	with	the	support	of	mediated	online	relations.		
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Chapter	4:	Inscribing	Bisexuality			
I	show	my	bisexuality	by	participating	in	FB	groups,	linking	to	articles	and	news,	
participating	in	projects,	being	myself	and	out	in	online	conversations	and	threads,	etc.	
I	state	it	on	my	Twitter	profile	and	tumblr,	too.	In	my	everyday	life	I	am	just	out	to	
everyone	and	open	about	my	sexuality.	~Participant	quote			
So	This	is	What	Bisexuals	Do	in	Bisexual	Spaces	The	central	research	questions	guiding	this	study	was	how	do	participants	use	bisexual-specific	spaces?	And	how	do	technological	affordances	impact	bisexual	users?	I	collected	this	data	over	a	three-year	span	from	over	seventeen	bisexual-identified	spaces.	From	my	collection	of	data,	I	have	classified	participants’	interactions,	communications,	and	activities	into	the	following	broad	categories	that	address	my	central	research	questions:	(1)	sharing	coming	out	and	identity	narratives;	(2)	social	support;	(3)	organizational	activities;	(4)	inscribing	bisexuality,	and	(5)	social	activism.	Social	activism	will	be	addressed	in	Chapter	5.		Many	of	these	practices	utilize	more	than	one	channel	of	communication,	such	as	coming	out	stories	which	can	be	shared	with	friends	and	family	in	private	settings,	shared	in	f2f	organizational	events	such	as	meetups	and	conventions,	as	well	as	shared	in	digitally	mediated	spaces	such	as	Facebook,	organizational	listservs,	and	public	blogs.	Additionally,	these	five	categories	are	not	necessarily	mutually	exclusive—coming	out	narratives	are	often	shared	in	instances	of	social	support,	and	organizational	activities	can	include	social	activism;	however,	these	categories	are	illustrative	of	the	significant	number	of	occurrences	within	each	that	
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 warrants	independent	analysis.	Finally,	these	categories	do	not	presuppose	either	a	linear	or	complete	process.	Some	bisexual	members	may	participate	only	in	online	activities	or	perhaps	only	in	f2f	activities,	and	some	may	participate	in	information	sharing	(within	organizational	activities)	but	may	not	necessarily	engage	in	watchdog	activities	(within	social	activism.)	Therefore,	each	category	will	be	discussed	independently	of	the	other;	however,	I	fully	understand	some	of	these	activities	overlap	with	others.		
Coming	Out	&	Identity	Narratives	A	frequent	point	of	entry	and	ongoing	shared	activity	in	bisexual	spaces	is	personal	coming	out	stories	and	identity	narratives.	“Coming	out”	generally	refers	to	the	event(s)	of	disclosing	a	non-straight	identity.	In	late	20th-century	America,	the	closet	became	a	central	metaphor	for	grasping	the	history	and	social	dynamics	of	gay	life.	This	concept	captured	the	social	pressure	for	non-straight	individuals	to	keep	their	identity	secret	and	hidden,	from	which	emerged	the	notion	of	“coming	out”	(from	the	closet.)	The	term	therefore	“gives	expression	to	the	dramatic	quality	of	privately	and	publicly	coming	to	terms	with	a	contested	social	identity.	The	categories	of	the	closet	and	coming	out	have	then	been	foundational	to	accounts	of	modern	homosexuality”	(Seidmann,	1999).		The	coming	out	narrative	is	both	a	ritual	and	rhetorical	practice	central	in	the	construction	of	a	queer	identity	(Pullen,	2009;	Bacon,	1998).	As	such,	coming	out	stories	follow	scripts	adopted	from	our	cultural	media	that	make	the	narrative	culturally	intelligible	and	reproducible	(Jagose,	1996;	Meeks,	2006;	Pullen,	2009).	Coming	out	narratives	also	serve	the	political	functions	of	identity	management	and	
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 community	building,	as	well	as	providing	“a	means	of	negotiating	both	individual	and	collective	identity	within	a	cultural	context	that	emphatically	marginalizes	everything	queer”	(Bacon,	1998).	Chris	VanderStouwe’s	research	on	coming	out	stories	concludes	that	the	central	point	of	‘coming	out’	is	not	in	and	of	itself	the	story,	but	rather	the	reception	of	the	story	by	others.	VanderStouwe	demonstrated	that	“it	is	not	the	mere	fact	that	one	is	gay	that	is	being	shared	through	the	coming	out	narratives,	but	instead	the	evaluation	of	their	identity	as	such	from	others”	(VanderStouwe	unpublished,	p.	14).		Coming	out	stories	are	a	shared	vernacular	as	well	as	a	ritual,	that	establish	the	practice	of	coming	out	as	a	meaningful	experience	for	not	only	the	individual,	but	the	community	at	large,	and	in	the	case	especially	LGBT	specific	communities.	Furthermore,	they	are	not	just	a	ritual	that	establishes	meaningful	practices	and	access,	but	also	they	provide	the	individual	legitimation	from	their	peers.	It’s	how	one	earns	legitimation	and	validation	as	a	member	of	the	LGBT	community,	as	well	as	how	one	gains	validation	from	the	dominant	“mainstream”	for	their	“deviant”	identity	(Plummer,	1995).		[Convention	Attendee]	Hello,	my	name	is	[redacted]	and	I	would	just	like	to	introduce	myself	to	the	group.	Anyway	just	want	to	share	some	background	about	me.	First	off	I	was	an	on	again	off	again	cross	dresser	for	the	earlier	part	of	my	life.	But	I	have	always	been	attracted	to	women	but	now	that	I	am	a	post-op	transsexual	as	I	get	older	I	find	myself	being	somewhat	attracted	to	men	but	still	predominately	prefer	being	with	another	woman.	What	I	am	finding	out	is	I	best	guess	would	be	to	say	I	find	my	sexuality	being	fluid,	back	before	I	transitioned	I	could	never	see	myself	with	a	man.	The	fact	is	I	don't	like	anal	sex	but	I'm	not	against	it	if	that's	what	two	people	want	to	do	but	it's	not	for	me.	So	the	past	year	I	guess	I've	been	trying	to	find	out	where	exactly	I	fit	into	the	spectrum,	that's	why	I	finally	enrolled	in	a	class	of	Human	Sexuality.	And	what	I	find	that's	it	natural	for	anyone	to	have	any	sexual	orientation	form	heterosexual	to	homosexual	and	every	sexuality	in	between.	So	my	conclusion	about	myself	would	be	I'm	more	a	pansexual	but	I	also	identify	as	a	bisexual.	When	the	right	person	comes	into	my	life	it	will	not	
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 matter	whether	they	are	male	or	female.	For	me	it's	what	is	inside	the	person	that	counts.		Bisexual	coming	out	narratives	share	much	in	common	with	the	more	culturally	recognizable	gay	and	lesbian	coming	out	narratives,	most	significantly	a	coming	out	story	includes	the	disclosure	of	one’s	non-straight	sexual	identity,	examples	of	feelings	and/or	experiences	that	one	had	leading	to	the	realization	of	their	identity,	and	stories	of	how	others’	received	this	information.	However,	for	most	gay	and	lesbian	individuals,	coming	out	means	disclosing	being	attracted	to	the	opposite	sex	and	embracing	their	“true”	(previously	hidden	or	suppressed)	identity,	whereby	the	individual	replaces	opposite-sex	attractions	for	same-sex	attractions,	transitioning	from	one	monosexual	identity	to	another.	Research	has	shown	that	bisexual	narratives	are	more	complex	for	most	individuals	to	claim—as	well	as	for	others	to	accept—because	there	lacks	any	clear	linear	transition	from	a	“former”	identity.	One	of	the	challenges	bisexual	coming	out	stories	present	is	that	there	are	multiple	meanings	attached	to	bisexuality,	as	Kirsten	McLean	documents	in	her	research:	For	some	people	who	identify	as	bisexual,	it	involves	both	emotional	and	sexual	attractions	to	both	men	and	women;	for	others	it	may	be	only	emotional	or	sexual	attractions	to	one	gender.	Bisexuality	may	involve	only	sexual	experiences	with	one	gender	but	emotional	and	sexual	experiences	and	relationships	with	the	other.	Some	of	the	other	types	of	bisexuality	identified	in	the	literature	include	historical,	where	a	‘person	who	lives	a	predominantly	hetero-	or	homosexual	life	but	in	whose	history	there	are	either	bisexual	experiences	and/or	fantasies’	(Klein,	1993:	21);	sequential,	where	a	person	has	sequential	relationships	with	both	men	and	women,	but	with	only	one	person	at	a	time;	concurrent,	involving	relationships	with	both	men	and	women	occurring	at	the	same	time;	episodic	and	temporary,	both	incorporating	brief	encounters	with	the	same	or	opposite	sex	while	living	mainly	as	heterosexual	or	homosexual;	experimental,	where	a	person	experiments	once	with	bisexuality	but	soon	returns	to	their	former	sexual	identity;	and	situational	–	such	as	in	the	prison	system	(Klein,	1993:	20–21).	
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 The	myriad	meanings	of	bisexuality	make	it	rather	difficult	to	explain	what	identifying	as	bisexual	means	and	reinforces	the	lack	of	understanding	of	bisexuality	in	the	social	world.”	(2007,	p.	155)		McLean	identifies	several	important	aspects	of	the	bisexual	coming	out	experience	that	resonate	with	my	data.	First,	that	the	bisexual	narrative	is	not	linear	and	often	involves	the	complexity	of	incorporating	past	or	even	current	relationships	within	a	bisexual	identity,	not	apart	from	or	separate	from	it.	Second,	that	for	some	bisexuals	their	desires	for	same	or	opposite/other	sex	partners	are	neither	necessarily	equal	nor	static.	And	finally,	that	the	diverse	and	multifaceted	bisexual	experience	engenders	a	lack	of	understanding	of	bisexuality	within	the	larger	social	world.	The	bisexual	coming	out	stories	in	my	research	mirror	the	complexities	McLean	discusses	in	her	work.	The	following	coming	out	stories	were	shared	in	online	as	well	as	f2f	spaces,	and	are	classified	accordingly:			 [Listserv]	Hello,	I'm	buy,,,	[sic]	Bi	that	is	not	gay	not	straight	Bi.	54	and	still	don't	know	what	it	all	means	really.	I	was	married	17	years	she	was	with	me	14	and	I	couldn't	afford	a	divorce	for	3	years	but	called	it	over	then	and	she	died	in	2006	so	until	death	kinda	still	plays	there.	I	had	gay	sex	at	11	with	a	near	age	friend	and	knew	I	was	attracted	to	women.	At	13	I	found	out	what	"gay"	was	suppose	to	be	and	kind	of	freaked	out	about	what	had	seemed	natural.	I	had	a	g/f	for	a	little	while	but	then	pretty	much	kept	to	myself	until	I	was	18.	I	had	failed	relationships	with	both	sexes	like	anyone	else	I	guess	but	I	often	thought	I	was	gay	or	straight	depending	on	my	partner	at	the	time.			 [Listserv]	Has	anyone	here	come	out	at	middle	age?	I'm	47	and	pretty	much	closeted	and	feel	it's	time	to	start	opening	up	to	some	people.	Oh	I've	told	a	couple	of	counselors	but	that's	about	it.	Am	I	right	to	do	this	or	at	my	age	should	I	stay	mostly	closeted?	I	think	I'm	probably	not	the	type	of	person	that	can	be	out	to	the	whole	world	and	who	I	do	come	out	to	and	the	accepting	of	my	sexuality	really	is	a	process	and	not	an	event,	isn't	it?	It's	good	to	know	that	I'm	not	alone.		[Social	Media]	I'm	new	to	the	site	and	looking	for	like	minded	people.	It's	been	a	struggle	to	find	out	if	I	still	belong	in	[my	current]	relationship	and	
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 how	to	enter	the	LGBTQ	community	when	I	am	outwardly	living	the	life	of	a	straight	girl.	I	feel	like	an	outsider	in	both	worlds.	This	is	the	loneliest	I've	ever	felt	and	I	feel	pulled	in	two	different	directions.	Any	words	of	wisdom	for	someone	just	starting	out	on	this	journey?			 As	these	coming	out	narratives	demonstrate,	there	is	an	imperative	to	share	one’s	coming	out	narratives	and	identity	processes	with	others.	Psychological	research	done	in	the	1970s	and	1980s	determined	that	disclosure	of	sexual	identity	was	a	key	indicator	of	psychological	health	of	a	non-straight	individual	(e.g.,	Cass,	1979,	1984;	Plummer,	1975;	Ponse,	1978;	Troiden,	1988).	This	research	concluded	that	coming	out	was	“good”	and	not	coming	out	was	“bad”,	which	has	since	been	challenged	by	many	researchers	examining	such	factors	as	social	support	(for	example,	do	you	perceive	your	family	or	friends	might	disown	you)	and	institutional	support	(do	you	suspect	you	may	lose	your	job).	What	is	evident	in	my	data	is	that	coming	out	stories	play	an	important	role	in	the	identity	development	process	for	bisexuals	and	a	shared	form	of	vernacular	among	participants.	However,	coming	out	stories	are	complex	for	most	participants,	who	are	in	the	process	of	trying	to	determine	not	only	what	their	identity	means	to	them,	but	also	what	it	means	within	a	cultural	binary	system	of	straight/gay.	This	process	is	often	apparent	in	bisexual	identity	narratives	which,	like	coming	out	narratives,	are	stories	about	one’s	identity	that	aid	in	constructing	a	coherent	sense	of	self.		[Social	Media]	In	terms	of	attraction,	though,	I'm	probably	about	a	Kinsey	2	--	a	man	is	likelier	than	a	woman	to	turn	my	head.	But	it's	much	easier	to	find	women	who	eroticize	pain,	which	is	where	my	core	sexual	interest	lies,	so	the	majority	of	my	sexual	relationships	are	with	women.	And	to	make	the	whole	thing	even	a	bit	more	complex,	I'm	genetically	female	but	gender-bent	--	if	I'm	feeling	sexy	I'm	probably	feeling	male.	So	does	that	make	my	relationships	with	men	the	same-sex	relationships,	or	the	ones	with	women?	I	think	part	of	the	reason	people	resist	the	label	"bisexual"	is	that	it	almost	never	seems	to	encompass	the	complexity	of	human	attractions.	
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 	[Social	Media]	Honestly,	I	never	think	about	my	sexual	orientation	until	someone	else	brings	it	up	and	wants	to	define	me.	Except	for	a	few	years	of	my	life,	I've	pretty	much	been	monogamous.	So	when	I'm	with	a	partner,	male	or	female,	I	think	about	myself	in	relation	to	that	one	person	specifically.	I	may	be	attracted	to	people	of	different	genders,	but	the	attraction	just	doesn't	mean	much	since	I'm	only	going	to	express	myself	sexually	with	my	partner.	Unlike	you,	I	generally	don't	feel	the	need	to	proclaim	my	bisexuality	because	in	the	context	of	my	behavior,	it	just	doesn't	matter	much	to	me.	That	said,	I	do	get	my	dander	up	when	OTHERS	insist	on	defining	my	sexuality.	When	I	hear,	"Oh,	you're	married	to	a	man.	You're	straight	now"	or	"back	in	the	day	when	you	used	to	be	a	lesbian"	the	hair	stands	up	on	the	back	of	my	neck.	My	response	is,	"I	don't	care	for	any	labels	at	all,	but	if	you	must	use	one,	it's	bisexual,	thank	you.	Now	let's	talk	about	something	more	interesting,	like	Excel	spreadsheets	or	types	of	running	shoes!		 (Convention]	When	I	was	a	little	kid	I	thought	I	was	gay	until	around	age	12	when	it	was	explained	to	me	that	it	is	not	necessarily	either	one	or	the	other	and	that	for	some	of	us	it	is	both.	When	I	am	with	a	woman	I	do	not	feel	straight	and	when	I	am	with	a	man	I	do	not	feel	gay.	I	simply	feel	like	myself	all	of	the	time	and	so	I	always	feel	bi.	This	doesn’t	mean	I	am	unable	to	focus	on	a	single	person	because	I	am,	and	I	am	able	to	focus	on	a	single	person	of	either	male	or	female	gender.		What	is	also	evident	in	these	bisexual	narratives	is	that	there	is	no	one	universal	understanding	or	application	of	bisexuality;	bisexuality	can	mean	something	different	for	different	participants.	For	some,	it	mirrors	Robyn	Och’s	popular	definition	of	being	attracted	to	“same	and	different	genders	than	my	own.”	And	for	others,	bisexuality	is	rooted	in	the	binary	of	men	and	women.	In	all	cases,	however,	bisexuality	is	a	distinct	and	very	real	identity	apart	from	being	straight	or	gay.	[Listserv]	Sexual	identity	is	complicated	—	it’s	about	political	identity,	cultural	identity,	sexual	history,	romantic	and	relationship	preferences,	etc.,	as	well	as	basic	sexual	attraction.	And	when	people	are	deciding	which	identity	(if	any)	works	best	for	them,	they	get	to	decide	for	themselves	which	of	these	factors	gets	priority.	I	don’t	want	someone	insisting	that	I’m	“basically	lesbian”	because	I’m	currently	hovering	around	5	on	the	Kinsey	scale	—	so	I’m	not	going	to	insist	that	someone	else	is	“basically	bisexual”	because	they’re	currently	hovering	around	4.	I’m	not	saying	“everyone	is	
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 basically	bisexual.”	I’m	saying	that,	at	least	for	those	of	us	in	the	wide	sloppy	middle	of	the	Kinsey	scale,	sexual	orientation	is	at	least	somewhat	malleable.	
Social	Support		 Exchanges	of	emotional	and	social	support	among	participants	is	another	recurring	activity	within	bisexual	spaces.	Research	from	the	1980s	onward	continually	suggests	that	LGBT	people—and	especially	youth—are	at	high	risk	for	a	number	of	mental	and	physical	health	issues	including	clinical	depression,	suicide	ideation	and	attempts,	harassment,	substance	abuse,	homelessness,	and	declining	school	and	work	performance	(Munoz-Plaza	et	al,	2002).	Gay	men	and	lesbian	social	support	networks	have	been	repeatedly	studied,	but	very	little	research	has	focused	on	bisexual-specific	networks	and	support.	My	data	illustrates	some	of	the	ways	in	which	users	create	and	sustain	support	networks	as	well	as	sometimes	provide	financial	and	material	support.		 Listservs	and	social	media	spaces	provide	the	most	sustained	emotional	support	for	users	of	all	the	varied	spaces	included	within	this	study.	Within	listservs	and	social	media,	casual	users	ask	for	guidance,	encouragement,	and	advice	from	other	members.	While	the	topics	can—and	do—include	advice	on	matters	not	specific	to	one’s	bisexuality,	the	majority	of	all	posts	soliciting	support	are	relevant	to	issues	of	bisexuality,	generally	regarding	family,	romantic	relationships,	friendships,	healthcare,	and	job	related	issues.	During	the	time	I	was	collecting	data,	every	solicitation	for	support	received	at	least	one	reply,	and	generally	several.	Within	Listserv	spaces	emails	asking	for	help	generally	received	3-4	replies;	social	media	posts	asking	for	support	generally	received	upwards	of	12	replies	and	sometimes	as	many	as	hundreds;	and	within	f2f	spaces	support	requests	were	
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 always	met	with	group	attention,	sometimes	resulting	in	physical	comfort	such	as	hugs,	material	offers	of	meals	or	even	money,	and	sometimes	also	transitioned	into	digital	spaces	where	support	could	be	maintained	through	continued	communication.	The	following	example	of	a	request	for	emotional	support	from	a	Listserv	member	received	three	replies	within	the	first	24	hours,	and	then	four	more	replies	over	the	course	of	the	next	several	days.	I’ve	included	the	original	post	and	one	of	the	seven	replies.	[LISTSERV]	[SUBJECT:	Help	please]	I	live	in	Oceanport,	NJ	and	there	are	no	such	support	groups	around.	All	the	meet	ups	are	in	NY	and	I	just	need	to	meet	some	like	minded	people	to	connect	with.	Anyone	from	Asbury	Park,	Monmouth	beach,	little	silver,	red	bank,	key	port,	Highland	parks,	Sea	Bright,	Ocean	grove,	and	surrounding	areas	please	reach	out	to	me.	I	want	to	talk	and	ask	so	many	questions.	Its	like	being	trapped	and	not	able	to	breath.	How	do	you	feel	not	gay,	and	be	Bi,	Like	I	love	women	and	want	to	marry	a	women	and	have	a	family	but	how	to	feel	whole.	Hope	I	have	not	shared	anything	that	does	not	sit	well	with	the	group	members.	Love	and	hugs.	[name	redacted]		 [REPLY]	Hi	[name	redacted].	I'm	sorry	to	hear	all	this,	almost	all	of	Texas	(where	I	live)	is	like	that.	I	to	feel	like	there	is	a	lack	of	social	support	for	those	of	us	who	swing	both	ways,	and	so	although	I'm	not	in	the	areas	you	mention	I	thought	I	would	reach	out	anyway	and	just	let	you	know	that	others	feel	isolated	and	trapped	to.		 In	response	[sic]	to	the	question	you	posted,	I	feel	bi	because...	Well	I	just	do.	The	intensity	with	which	I	feel	it,	waxes	and	wanes	but	there	is	always	something	in	me	that	says	"I	like	both,	and	that	is	okay".	Now,	if	you	mean	how	can	you	(or	I)	like	guys	and	not	be	gay,	well,	simply,	I	like	women	too	much	to	be	gay.	Not	having	been	gay	I	must	rely	on	what	I've	been	told,	which	is	that	as	a	gay	male	the	thought	of	doing	ANYTHING	with	a	woman	is	"icky".	I	find	women	to	be	sexy	and	the	idea	of	doing	anything	with	them,	exciting.	So	although	I	like	guys,	I	know	I'm	not	gay.		 Many	hugs	for	you	because	it	sounds	like	you	really	need	them.	Take	care	and	if	you	(or	anyone	one	else	reading	this)	wants	to	talk	more	I'm	open	to	it.	Everyone	deserves	a	friend	right?	Cheers!	[name	redacted]		
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 Examples	such	as	these	appear	in	the	data	several	times	every	week	during	the	full	period	of	my	study.	As	the	technology	has	the	advantage	of	overcoming	barriers	set	by	geography	and	time	its	use	as	a	platform	through	which	social	support	can	be	offered	has	the	advantages	of	being	available	everywhere	and	all	the	time.	Studies	conducted	by	Hwang	et	al	(2010)	show	that	online	support	fulfills	most	of	the	needs	provided	in	f2f	interactions	with	the	added	benefits	of	convenience,	anonymity,	and	non	judgmental	interactions.	Since	the	support	offered	comes	from	within	a	group	of	like	minded	individuals	the	emotional	and	practical	support	in	these	settings	form	fulfilling,	supportive	relationships	through	asynchronous	communication	(Winzelberg	et	al.	2003).	The	overall	effect	of	these	support	networks	provides	an	increased	ability	to	cope	with	isolation	and	stress.	Additionally,	the	ability	to	tap	into	this	form	of	support	network	provides	users	with	a	wide	variety	of	information	and	experience	from	those	offering	the	advice.	The	openness	of	the	platform	also	enables	the	co-creation	of	support	solutions	by	several	people	reaching	out	and	providing	their	opinions	and	ideas,	thus	tapping	into	a	wider	range	of	experience	and	expertise	(Boase	et	al	2006,	Granovetter	1973).	In	this	way,	the	internet	enables	those	desiring	support	to	maintain	active	contact	with	a	sizable	social	network	beyond	the	ability	of	offline	social	support	structures	(Boase	et	al	2006).		Towards	the	end	of	my	study	the	adoption	of	personal	funding	campaigns	for	individual	needs	was	growing	in	popularity.	This	phenomenon	was	relatively	new	and	those	included	in	my	data	were	notably	successful.	Prior	to	web-based	third	parry	fundraising	services,	developing	and	implementing	a	donation	campaign	used	
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 to	require	considerable	man-power	hours,	material	resources,	and	access	to	a	large	potential	funder	base,	which	greatly	limited	any	individual’s	ability	to	successfully	raise	substantial	amounts	of	money	for	themselves.	However,	web-based	organizations	such	as	Kickstarter.com	and	Gofundme.com	specialize	in	crowdfunding	for	personal	needs.	Through	these	services	individuals	have	access	to	organizational	administration	systems	robust	enough	to	manage	large	flows	of	data	and	money.	By	pairing	web-based	personal	fundraising	capacities	with	social	media	platforms,	individuals	can	reach	large	potential	donor	bases	by	posting	links	to	their	personal	fundraising	campaign	on	Facebook,	Twitter,	tumblr	and	other	relevant	social	media.	These	crowdfunding	campaigns	began	showing	up	in	my	data,	sometimes	driven	by	the	person	requesting	the	funds,	and	sometimes	developed	on	behalf	of	someone	else.	[Social	Media]	Help	Get	[name	redacted]	to	the	White	House!	[Name	redacted],	Vice	President	for	BiNet	USA	has	been	invited	to	the	LGBT	Pride	Month	Reception	at	The	White	House!	Please	help	fund	one	of	our	own	to	be	able	to	take	this	historic	trip	and	represent	the	B	at	the	big	House!	Donate	by	clicking	on	this	link:	[gofundme.com	link]		[Social	Media]	[Name	redacted]	is	an	18	year	old	young	man.	He	is	a	freshman	at	Kennesaw	State	University,	and	lives	in	Marietta,	GA.	This	past	weekend,	someone	he	knew	leaked	to	his	parents	that	he	is	bisexual.	The	response?	They	kicked	him	out	of	his	home.	While	he	was	at	work	they	showed	up	and	took	the	car	that	was	in	their	name,	even	though	he	made	the	payments	on	it.	They	put	all	his	stuff	on	the	front	yard,	and	told	him	to	come	pick	it	up	before	it	gets	stolen.	And	to	add	insult	to	all	that	injury,	they	then	used	the	fact	that	his	bank	accounts	were	"custodial	accounts"	to	take	all	his	funds,	taking	the	considerable	amount	he	had	saved	up	over	the	past	3	years	working	as	a	bag	boy	at	Publix.		 He	has	no	home,	no	car,	thus	no	way	to	get	back	and	forth	to	his	school,	and	no	money.	We	have	taken	him	in,	and	are	committed	to	keeping	him	on	track.	But	he	will	need	to	find	a	place	to	live	soon	(He	is	welcome	on	our	couch	as	long	as	he	needs,	but	everyone	deserves	a	bed	to	call	their	own)	and	a	car	to	help	him	get	around.	Had	his	parents	not	emptied	his	accounts,	he	could	have	
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 paid	a	deposit,	got	into	an	apartment,	and	found	a	new	car,	but	he	was	left	with	nothing.		 Worst	of	all,	he	has	felt	that	the	people	most	responsible	for	loving	and	protecting	him	through	anything	have	turned	their	backs	and	don't	care	where	he's	sleeping,	or	how	he's	going	to	feed	himself.		We're	working	to	show	[name	redacted]	that	he	is	loved,	even	by	strangers.	That	the	horrible	acts	of	some	people	will	not	be	enough	to	stop	him,	and	that	with	the	help	of	people	everywhere,	he	can	get	through	this.		 Thank	you	so	much	for	your	consideration.	Even	if	you	cannot	donate,	your	thoughts	are	appreciated.		Support	can	also	take	the	form	of	funding	specific	initiatives,	not	just	individuals.	For	example,	Tiggy	Upland	is	a	bi-themed	webcomic	of	miniatures	created	and	produced	by	Jen	Bonardi.	Bonardi	was	successful	in	raising	$1230	using	gofundme.com	and	now	produces	weekly	Tiggy	Upland	comics	as	well	as	advice	columns	in	the	style	of	Dear	Abbey.	The	Tiggy	Upland	gofundme	campaign	modeled	their	fund	drive	after	larger	operations,	for	instance	by	creating	a	donation	level	schema—named	after	famous	bisexuals—	as	well	as	offering	gifts	for	each	of	the	different	donation	levels.		[Social	Media]	Become	a	Tiggy	Upland	Supporter	Today!	
• Charles	M	Blow	supporter	($10)	Gift:	Stickers	with	advice	from	Tiggy.	
• Gov	Kate	Brown	supporter	($20)	Gift:	“Still	Bisexual”	pencil	eraser.	
• Carrie	Brownstein	supporter	($40)	Gift:	Bisexual	button.	
• Margaret	Cho	supporter	($60)	Gift:	Bi-colored	iPhone	case.	
• Clive	Davis	supporter	($90)	Gift:	Tiggy	postage	stamps.	
• Raul	Esparza	supporter	($125)	Gift:	Bi-colored	crocheted	hat.	
• Frank	Ocean	supporter	($175)	Gift:	Pink	fake	eyelashes	and	choice	of	Frido	Kahlo	nail	decals	or	Basquiat	nail	decals.	
• Michelle	Rodriguez	supporter	($250)	Gift:	Thank	You	gift	box	including	M&Ms	featuring	Tiggy	on	one	side	and	“Wild	Deuce”	on	the	other.		
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 As	my	data	shows,	these	large	support	networks	consist	mostly	of	weak	social	ties,	some	of	which,	however,	transform	into	strong	social	ties	through	shared	identity	and	socio-political	goals.		
Community	Administration		Unsurprisingly,	a	common	activity	within	bisexual	spaces	I	found	in	my	data	is	the	dissemination	of	relevant	information	among	users	and	participants.	Information	sharing	is	abundant	among	all	self-defined	groups	and	is	not	necessarily	new	or	novel;	however,	that	is	not	to	say	it	isn’t	noteworthy.		In	the	early	days	of	the	Internet,	research	was	focused	on	the	idea	that	‘content	was	king’,	but	as	media	commentator	Cory	Doctorow	(2006)	aptly	pointed	out:		Content	isn't	king.	If	I	sent	you	to	a	desert	island	and	gave	you	the	choice	of	taking	your	friends	or	your	movies,	you'd	choose	your	friends	--	if	you	chose	the	movies,	we'd	call	you	a	sociopath.	Conversation	is	king.	Content	is	just	something	to	talk	about.			There	is	a	social	element	to	sharing	information	that	builds	and	sustains	notions	of	a	community.	Communities	are	spaces	where	the	information	that	is	shared	is	expected	to	be	relevant	and	meaningful	to	its	recipients;	therefore,	information	sharing	builds	and	maintains	the	very	notion	of	the	community	as	a	group	who	share	an	investment	in	certain	information.	Sociologist	Robert	Dunbar	in	his	research	on	gossip	posited	that	information	sharing	is	the	equivalent	of	grooming	in	monkeys,	where	gossip—and	information	sharing—is	not	a	waste	of	time,	but	a	way	that	we	arrange	social	hierarchies	and	reinforce	social	ties	within	communities	(Dunbar,	2004).		
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 Participants	of	bisexual	spaces	are	avid	information	sharers.	In	the	beginning	of	this	study	the	majority	of	information	sharing	happened	primarily	via	three	large	email	listservs.	Upwards	of	3	to	5	emails	would	be	sent	daily	to	the	listservs	specifically	focusing	on	information	sharing.	Primarily	among	these	would	be	information	regarding	f2f	events,	such	as	local	chapter	meetings	of	BiNet	USA,	significant	annual	events	such	as	PRIDE	parades,	national	conventions	such	as	BECAUSE	(“Bisexual	Empowerment	Conference,	A	Uniting	Supportive	Experience”,	an	annual	meeting	in	the	United	States),	and	even	international	conventions	such	as	BiCON	(Bisexual	Convention,	an	annual	meeting	that	takes	in	Great	Britain.)	In	addition	to	advertising	f2f	events,	another	key	element	of	information	sharing	included	promoting	participation	in	bisexual-specific	research.	One	of	the	elements	of	bisexual	erasure	that	participants	repeatedly	discuss	is	the	dearth	of	research	specific	to	bisexuality	as	well	as	the	lack	of	bisexual	specific	data	in	research	focusing	on	LGBT	issues.	Many	bisexual	scholars	have	noted	that	oftentimes	bisexuals	get	coded	within	research	data	as	being	either	straight	or	gay	depending	on	the	structure	of	the	data	collection	tools	or	assumptions	being	made	by	the	researchers.	This	can	result	in	potentially	inaccurate	results	about	gay	and	queer	individuals,	as	well	as	a	dearth	of	research	accurately	addressing	the	concerns	and	experiences	unique	to	bisexuals.	These	discussions	among	users	has	resulted	in	an	especially	heightened	awareness	and	keen	interest	in	rectifying	this	dearth	by	promoting	listserv	members	to	share	as	well	as	participate	in	any	research	specific	to	bisexuals	or	bisexuality.	
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 A	significant	part	of	communication	within	the	bisexual	community	may	be	categorized	as	community	administration.	As	with	other	virtual	communities	the	bisexual	community	is	diverse,	not	made	up	of	a	cohesive	group	of	participants,	and	lacks	a	common	locus.	Therefore,	the	concept	of	administration	within	this	community	should	not	be	seen	in	the	language	of	hierarchy	within	a	formal	organization.	This	does	not	preclude	formal	organizations	from	playing	an	important	role	in	administrating	the	community,	but	the	technology	has	enabled	the	participation	of	individuals,	groups	and	networks	to	contribute	in	administrating	the	community	to	a	significant	degree.		The	administrative	tasks	most	frequently	seen	in	the	data	include:	
Coordinating	times	and	locations	for	meetups,	protests,	and	social	gatherings;	
Communicating	organizational	tasks	such	as	available	positions	for	paid	work	and	volunteering	opportunities	within	bi-organizations,	task	forces,	or	groups.	These	tasks	are	important	community	supporting	activities	and	do	also	impact	on	the	visibility	of	the	group	but	do	not	significantly	differ	from	any	other	online	community.			In	the	sharing	of	bisexual	specific	Information,	the	data	shows	a	range	of	acts	from	the	creating,	maintaining,	and	sharing	of	resources	(content	indexing)	such	as	telephone	numbers	and	emails	of	importance,	or	faq	(frequently	asked	questions)	webpages.		Examples	of	Content	Indexing	appear	in	most	forms	of	online	media	but	a	clear	example	would	be	the	BiNet	USA	website,	dedicated	to:	
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 [Online	Org.]	Links	to	all	sorts	of	sites	of	interest	and	use	for	the	Bisexual,	Fluid,	Pansexual	and	allied	Gay,	Lesbian,	Transgender/Genderqueer,	Queer,	Questioning	and	"Straight-But-Not-Narrow"	Communities.		Or	The	Bisexual	Index	in	the	UK,	which	maintains	a	website	titled	“What	is	Bisexuality?”	that	they	refer	to	as:	[Online	Org.]	We	call	this	our	"Bisexuality	FAQ",	but	you	may	notice	there's	not	many	questions	on	it.	In	truth	the	most	commonly	asked	questions	are	"Are	you	sure?"	and	"Am	I?"	-	but	the	answers	to	those	are	quite	short	-	yes	and	you	tell	me.		The	need	for	community	participation	in	a	variety	of	activities	falls	into	the	category	of	Calls	for	Action			 [Listserv]	Hi	group!	I	received	this	email	because	I’m	a	student	at	[redacted]	and	the	research	team	is	looking	for	LGBT	people	to	take	a	survey.	I	took	it	and	I	can	tell	you	that	they	actually	provide	an	option	for	bisexual	and	if	you	choose	it	all	the	questions	afterwards	really	seem	to	be	actually	interested	in	your	thoughts	and	experiences.	This	is	great!	Please	take	it	and	pass	along	the	link	to	anyone	you	know	who	might	be	willing	to	take	it.	Let’s	give	them	some	actual	bisexual	data	to	analyze!		 [Listserv]	Please	follow	this	link	and	participate	in	this	study	if	you	can.	It’s	important.	There	isn’t	enough	research	on	bisexuals	so	we	should	absolutely	participate	when	there	is	one.		 [Convention	Keynote	Speaker]	So	my	research	examined	this	idea	of	fluidity	among	women	over	the	course	of	their	lives.	These	women	didn’t	always	call	themselves	bisexual.	Some	did,	but	many	did	not.	And	we	need	to	understand	their	experiences	more.	We	need	to	understand	this	phenomenon	more.	If	you	ever	get	an	opportunity	to	participate	in	research	like	this	I	hope	you	will.	I	can’t	emphasize	enough	how	important	this	is	–	for	scientific	understanding	of	course,	but	also	for	your	recognition!	We	need	to	know	more	about	who	you	are	and	what	an	important	role	you	play	in	society.		As	with	many	other	communities	online,	there	is	a	great	deal	of	sharing	of	community	relevant	material.	This	Content	Sharing,	focuses	on	the	dissemination	of	articles	relating	to	bisexual	news	or	research	studies	of	interest	to	members.		[Social	Media]	Hello	friends!	The	previous	governor	of	Oregon	just	resigned,	making	Kate	Brown	the	first	out	bisexual	governor	in	the	United	States.	Celebrate,	people!	Check	out	the	NY	Times	article:		
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 http://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/14/us/kitzhaber-resigns-as-governor-of-oregon.html?emc=edit_na_20150213&nlid=38565497		The	main	thrust	of	the	community	administration	above	primarily	deals	with	an	internal	communication	aimed	at	supporting	and	maintaining	the	community.	This	does	not	mean	that	this	communication	does	not	support	outwards	visibility	but	the	main	intention	is	maintaining	group	cohesion.			In	contrast	to	this,	the	Calls	for	Action,	which	include	soliciting	support,	writing	op-eds,	petitions,	demonstrations,	etc.	also	perform	an	internal	role	within	the	community	but	have	the	intent	of	creating	cohesive	communication	intended	for	recipients	not	familiar	with	the	community.		For	the	most	part,	communication	serves	several	purposes	and	should	not	be	reduced	to	simple	categories.	Therefore,	this	categorization	is	intended	to	be	all-encompassing	but	rather	to	serve	as	a	demonstration	of	the	breadth	of	communication	roles	supported	by	the	technology.	More	often	than	not,	each	message	fulfills	several	important	and	supportive	goals.	Therefore,	for	example,	when	the	community	advertises	for	an	administrator	it	is	both	the	need	to	fill	and	administrative	position,	but	it	also	serves	to	visualize	that	the	bisexual	community	is	thriving	and	vibrant.		As	with	other	information	spread	online	the	content	is	often	duplicated	on	several	sites	(usually	with	the	standard	apology	for	cross	posting	information).	Additionally,	with	the	rise	of	social	media	the	information	is	also	posted	to	several	platforms	by	organizations	and	individual	users.	Due	to	the	nature	of	these	platforms,	the	information	is	subsequently	shared	further,	by	others,	both	individual	
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 users	and	group	accounts,	resulting	in	the	information	being	spread	widely	through	the	community	and	beyond.			These	information	sharing	examples	capture	the	heightened	importance	participants	place	on	bisexual	inclusive	research	and	the	persuasive	tone	in	encouraging	others	to	contribute	for	the	sake	of	the	greater	good.	
Inscribing	Bisexuality	Inscribing	more	generally	means	to	write	on	something,	and	as	such	connotatively	suggests	to	write	or	carve,	or	to	dedicate	something	through	signature.	In	this	sense,	inscribing	bisexuality	are	the	practices	of	‘marking’	oneself	as	bisexual	and	can	be	thought	of	as	the	ways	bisexuals	mark	and	modify	their	physical	bodies	through	clothing,	fashion,	piercings,	tattoos,	and	other	visible	means.	But	inscribing	is	not	relegated	only	to	the	physical.	Inscribing	bisexuality	in	digital	spaces	are	the	practices	of	marking	the	digital	self.	This	could	include	profile	pictures,	the	use	of	graphically	rendered	symbols,	affiliations	to	organizations,	and	links	to	other	sites	through	Web	2.0	technology.	However,	it	is	not	necessary	for	bisexuals	to	inscribe	themselves	in	order	to	be	bisexual;	bisexuals	may	choose	not	to	inscribe	in	the	ways	I	document	in	this	research	or	simply	not	inscribe	their	bisexuality	at	all.	However,	what	is	critical	in	this	account	is	that	bisexuality	falls	outside	of	the	hegemony	of	both	heterosexuality	as	well	as	monosexuality;	therefore,	in	order	to	be	seen	as	bisexual	one	must	mark	oneself	as	neither	straight	nor	gay.	This	is	a	particularly	challenging	prospect	as	demonstrated	early	on	in	Chapter	2	where	I	outlined	the	semiotic	challenges	of	signifying	bisexuality	within	a	binary	system	of	sexuality.	Bisexuals	are	frequently	misread	within	monosexual	
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 culture.	Consequently,	the	act	of	inscribing	is	a	constantly	intentional	and	subversive	practice.		
Participation	in	Bisexual	Spaces		 An	obvious	but	important	mode	of	inscribing	bisexuality	is	through	participation	in	bisexual	spaces.	When	attending	a	meetup,	a	protest	event,	or	participating	in	a	digital	space,	one	is	inscribing	bisexuality	through	the	act	of	affiliation.	In	this	work	I	do	not	discriminate	between	digital	and	f2f	spaces;	however,	it	is	important	to	recognize	that	participation	in	different	spaces	has	different	affordances.	Participation	in	f2f	events	is	an	impermanent	form	of	inscribing.	It	has	strong	meaning	but	low	retention.	Once	the	participant	leaves,	the	inscription	fades	or	disappears	completely.	Inscribing	participation	through	a	medium	(such	as	photographs)	creates	an	archive	and	allows	the	reading	of	past	inscribing	to	be	recalled.	Inscribing	though	participation	in	internet	connected,	digital	mediums	both	creates	an	archive,	and	can	be	accessed	globally.	Therefore,	I	argue	that	participation	in	digital	spaces	potentially	has	lower	meaning	(because	of	ease	of	participation)	but	high	retention.	
Using	Symbols		 There	are	four	predominant	symbols	used	widely	within	bisexual	spaces.	The	symbol	purported	to	be	the	oldest	is	the	Bisexuality	Triangles,	sometimes	called	“biangles.”	These	emerged	in	popular	use	among	bisexual	activist	groups	in	the	1980s	but	their	origin	is	unclear.	The	use	of	triangles	is	clearly	borrowed	from	gay	iconology,	which	is	a	reappropriation	of	the	Nazi	symbol	used	to	identify	
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 homosexuals	and	peverts.	Biangles	are	two	interlocking	pink	and	blue	triangles,	with	a	small	section	of	purple	where	the	triangles	overlap.	When	I	asked	about	the	biangles	online,	some	users	suggested	that	the	pink	represents	attraction	to	women	and	the	blue	attraction	to	men,	and	others	thoughts	the	pink	represents	homosexuality,	the	blue	heterosexuality	and	the	purple	bisexuality.	In	either	case,	participants	in	my	study	who	self-identified	as	bisexual	historians	claim	that	the	colors	pink,	blue	and	purple	were	established	as	the	bisexual	pride	colors	through	the	adoption	of	this	symbol	in	the	80s.		
	[Image	1:	“Biangles.”	Image	source:	Google]			 The	back-to-back	double	moon	symbol	was	purportedly	created	to	replace	the	triangles	because	of	their	negative	association	with	Nazi	concentration	camps.	I	could	not	find	any	documentation	or	oral	history	confirming	why	crescent	moon	shapes	were	chosen.	The	double	moon	symbol	is	most	commonly	depicted	in	the	same	shades	of	pink,	blue,	and	purple	from	the	biangles,	but	is	sometimes	also	depicted	in	all	black.	When	the	moons	are	depicted	in	pink,	blue	and	purple	this	version	of	this	image	references	back	to	the	triangles,	making	the	colors	the	dominant	theme	of	the	symbol.	
	90 
 
	[Image	2:	Double	Moons.	Image	source:		Google]		 Another	common	symbol	used	within	bisexual	spaces	are	the	interlocking	male	and	female	gender	symbols.	These	symbols	are	taken	from	the	astrological	symbols	for	Mars	and	Venus	and	intertwined	to	signify	men	attracted	to	men,	men	and	women	attracted	to	each	other,	and	women	attracted	to	women.	This	symbol	is	frequently	shown	in	black,	but	is	also	commonly	shown	in	pink,	blue	and	purple.	
	[Image	3:	Interlocking	Gender	Symbols.	Image	source:	Google]		 By	far	the	most	common	symbol	is	the	Bi	Pride	flag.	The	Bi	Pride	flag	was	developed	in	1998	by	Michael	Page.	The	flag	was	developed,	according	to	Page,	to	give	bisexuals	their	own	symbol	distinctive	from	the	rainbow	flag	that	is	used	internationally	to	symbolize	diversity	and	pride	for	all	LGBT	people.	The	Bi	Pride	flag	is	especially	used	in	spaces	where	the	rainbow	flag	is	also	used,	so	as	to	mark	bisexuals	as	a	distinct	group.	Page	designed	the	flag	to	be	40%	pink,	40%	blue	and	20%	purple.	Page	is	quoted	as	explaining	his	creative	decisions:	
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 The	key	to	understanding	the	symbolism	of	the	bi	pride	flag	is	to	know	that	the	purple	pixels	of	color	blend	unnoticeably	into	both	the	pink	and	blue,	just	as	in	the	'real	world,'	where	bi	people	blend	unnoticeably	into	both	the	gay/lesbian	and	straight	communities.	(2005)		The	Bi	Pride	flag	has	the	most	well	documented	creation	story	of	all	the	widely	used	bisexual	symbols	to	date.	In	its	original	form,	each	color	of	the	flag	blends	into	the	next,	as	depicted	in	Image	4;	however,	it	is	most	commonly	represented	as	three	bands	of	color	as	depicted	in	Image	5.	
	 	 	[Image	4:	Bi	Pride	Flag.	Image	source:	Google]	 [Image	5:	Bi	Pride	Flag.	Image	source:	Google]			
Fashion	&	Aesthetics		Objects	become	bearers	of	social	meaning	when	they	move	from	being	function	to	becoming,	as	Barthes	(1985)	argued,	an	object	of	signification	(i.e.	having	a	sign	value.)		The	clothes	we	choose	to	wear	are	a	form	of	communication,	however	it	is	not	an	exact	form	of	communication	(Barthes	1985).		What	things	signify	are	not	precise	and	they	also	vary	in	time	and	space.	An	article	of	clothing	may	signify	an	aspect	of	an	identity	in	a	specific	time,	specific	place,	and	to	a	specific	audience	(Feinberg	et	al	1992).	Given	that	clothes	have	always	signaled	aspects	of	the	bearer	the	code	has	‘low	semanticity.’	Davis	(1992)	argues	that	due	to	the	inexactness	of	the	signifiers	clothes	form	part	of	an	aesthetic,	as	opposed	to	
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 linguistic,	code,	whose	meanings	are	complex	and	open	to	several	interpretations.	Clothes	form	part	of	cultural	signifiers,	which	by	their	nature	are	complex	and	open	to	several	interpretations.		Within	bisexual	spaces,	choices	of	clothing	and	accessories	are	coded	as	bisexual	dominantly	through	the	use	of	the	bisexual	pride	colors—pink,	purple,	and	blue.	An	example	of	inscribing	bisexuality	in	clothing	and	aesthetics	using	bi	pride	colors	is	illustrated	in	Image	6.	The	individual	second	to	left	is	wearing	a	bi	pride	flag	pin,	bi	pride	colored	beaded	necklace,	and	bi	pride	colored	bracelets.	The	individual	second	to	the	left	is	wearing	a	tshirt	with	the	text:	“Mighty	Bi”	paired	with	a	purple	skirt,	which	could	signify	the	purple	in	the	bi	pride	flag.	The	individual	on	the	right	is	wearing	a	plaid	shirt	with	purple	hues,	which	paired	with	the	pins	(each	of	them	with	bi-specific	text)	could	signify	the	bi	pride	flag.	Finally,	two	individuals—on	the	right	and	the	second	to	the	left—have	dyed	purple	hair,	which	paired	with	other	signifiers	could	be	read	as	signifying	bisexuality.			In	Image	7,	three	individuals	are	wearing	matching	purple	tshirts	shown	with	the	interlocking	genders	symbols	and	the	text:	“Manchester	bisexuals/	biphoria.org.uk”.		
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	[Image	6:	Several	people	wearing	bisexual	themed	fashion.		Image	taken	at	national	bisexual	event.]		 	
	[Image	7:	Three	individuals	in	matching	tshirts	with	bi	symbol	and	text.	Image	taken		at	international	bisexual	event.]				
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	 	 	 	 	[Image	8:	Tattoo	of	numbers		 [Image	9:	Tattoo	of	double	moons		in	bi	pride	colors.	Image	source:	 in	monochrome.	Image	source:	blog]	public	Facebook	page.]	 		 Another	mode	of	inscribing	bisexuality	through	fashion	and	aesthetics	is	to	quite	literally	write	on	the	body.	Tattoos	and	body	modifications	are	forms	of	marking	the	body	with	specific	meaning.	In	Image	8	a	series	of	five	numbers	are	shown	tattooed	in	bi	pride	colors.	In	Image	9,	the	bisexual	double	moons	are	shown	tattooed	in	monochrome.	As	they	are	very	much	a	part	of	self	realization	and	presentation,	clothing,	body	modification,	and	adornment	also	are	well	suited	to	be	interpreted	through	the	lens	of	performativity.	Judith	Butler’s	(1992)	work	on	the	performativity	of	gender	deals	with	the	interplay	between	self,	body,	gender,	and	dress.	In	her	work	she	argues	that	clothing	actively	signals	certain	identities	to	those	who	can	interpret	the	signals	correctly,	while	also	reinforcing	the	identity	of	the	individual.	In	this	way	clothes	are	“tools	for	self	management”	(Craik	1994)	where	the	individual,	using	consumer	culture,	expresses	elements	of	their	identity	through	the	choices	of	goods	they	consume.		
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Inscribing	2.0	Our	notions	of	who	we	are	as	individuals	are	developed	through	our	interactions	with	others—how	we	perceive	that	others	see	us,	how	we	internalize	others’	feedback,	and	how	we	judge	others—all	shapes	how	we	view	ourselves	(e.g.,	Goffman,	1959;	Cooley,	1964).	In	f2f	environments,	these	interactions	involve	our	physical	bodily	presence,	which	creates	limitations	to	how	many	spaces	we	can	participate	in	at	one	time.	In	digital	environments,	our	physical	bodies	are	mediated	through	technology.	This	mediation	creates	an	avatar—an	icon	or	figure	that	represents	a	particular	person.	In	this	research	I	am	not	concerned	with	questions	of	legitimacy	or	accuracy	of	avatar	representations,	but	rather	in	how	representations	of	bisexuality	are	created	and	sustained.	Just	as	this	research	examined	both	f2f	as	well	as	digital	spaces	in	order	to	counter	false	divides	and	address	hybridity,	I	agree	with	Bhikhu	Parekh’s	assertion:	Since	human	life	is	inherently	plural	in	the	sense	that	different	areas	of	life	are	autonomous	to	different	degrees	and	make	independent	claims,	different	identities	cannot	be	subordinated	to	any	of	them,	however	far-reaching	it	might	otherwise	be.	The	context	decides	which	identity	is	relevant,	and	that	identity,	as	socially	defined,	largely	dictates	appropriate	behavior.	We	capture	this	better	by	saying	that	we	have	plural	rather	than	several	or	multiple	identities	(Parekh,	2008,	p.	23).			Following	this	logic,	our	digital	selves	are	no	more	or	less	plural	than	our	corporeal	selves.	In	“The	Digital	Self:	Through	the	Looking	Glass	of	Telecopresent	Others”	author	Shanyang	Zhao	points	out:	To	say	that	there	is	a	“digital	self”	is	not	to	suggest	that	a	person’s	self	is	actually	split	into	physical	and	digital	parts,	but	to	acknowledge	the	salience	of	the	impact	of	the	“E-Audience”	on	the	formation	of	self	in	the	Internet	medium	(Zhao,	2005,	p.	395).		
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 By	examining	digital	practices	for	inscribing	bisexuality,	I	address	the	direct	ways	that	internet	technologies	provide	multiple	platforms	for	creating	a	digital	self,	each	one	of	them	potentially	separate	or	linked	to	each	other,	and	with	multiple	audiences	(Papacharissi,	2011).		 Inscribing	bisexuality	in	digital	spaces	includes	constructing	bisexual	specific	profiles,	using	iconic	bisexual	symbols,	anchoring	those	symbols	with	text,	hyperlinking	to	bisexual	specific	content	as	well	as	hyperlinking	to	other	bisexual	spaces,	and	creating	original	content	specific	to	bisexuality.	None	of	these	practices	are	necessarily	unique	to	online	users,	nor	are	bisexuals	using	these	technologies	in	necessarily	innovative	ways	for	the	purpose	of	inscribing.	Rather,	what	is	of	interest	is	the	affordance	of	archival	properties	of	the	internet.	F2f	environments,	while	constantly	shaped	by	cultural	histories—and	depending	on	the	audience	sometimes	personal	histories,	too—are	primarily	based	on	the	information	available	in	the	present:	what	is	being	worn	at	the	time,	whose	company	is	being	seen	together	in	the	moment,	etc.	However,	the	ability	to	archive	artefacts	of	our	digital	selves,	paired	especially	with	the	potential	of	linking	multiple	digital	selves	across	platforms,	affords	users	opportunities	for	inscribing	bisexuality	in	ways	that	can	potentially	circumvent	a	dominant	monosexual	interpretation	of	their	sexual	orientation.	These	forms	of	inscribing	include	not	only	current	digital	presence,	but	also	extant	digital	accounts,	profiles,	and	activities.	Examples	of	this	form	of	inscribing	can	include	accessible	older	profile	pics	in	publicly	available	facebook	accounts,	cached	blogs,	searchable	comments	made	on	public	articles,	and	older	
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 posts	stored	in	listservs,	for	example.	The	traces	of	digital	selves	can	afford	users	opportunities	to	continually	re-inscribe	bisexual	identities.	
Online	Profiles		 Examples	of	this	form	of	inscribing	can	include	current	profiles	as	well	as	archived	profiles.	Image	10	is	an	example	of	inscribing	bisexuality	through	a	profile	picture	by	superimposing	the	bi	pride	flag	over	a	picture	of	oneself.	Image	11	is	an	example	of	an	archived	picture	associated	with	one’s	online	profile,	and	Image	12	is	an	example	of	an	archived	profile	picture	where	an	individual	used	a	graphic	anchored	with	text	instead	of	the	more	common	personal	photo.	All	of	these	are	forms	of	inscribing	bisexuality	through	online	profiles.	Additional	examples	include	using	a	bisexual-specific	username	or	handle	in	digital	spaces.	Examples	of	bisexual-specific	usernames	in	my	research	include	“Bi_Mama”,	“Switch_Hitter”,	“fencesitter”,	“ALLBI”,	and	“notgreedy”	to	name	just	a	few.	
	 	 	 	 	[Image	10:	Facebook	profile		 [Image	11:	Facebook	profile		 [Image	12:	Facebook		picture.	Image	used	with		 picture.	Image	used	with		 profile	picture.	Image		permission]	 	 	 permission]	 	 	 used	with	permission]		
Anchored	Symbols		 Anchored	symbols	like	the	one	in	Image	12	are	graphics	using	bisexual	symbols	with	accompanying	text	that	provides	the	reader	with	additional	meaning.	Most	often,	this	text	helps	identify	the	symbol	or	image	as	distinctly	bisexual	in	the	
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 event	that	the	reader	was	not	familiar	with	the	symbolic	meaning	of	the	image	as	something	bisexual.	Anchored	symbols	help	audiences	interpret	the	graphic	as	representing	bisexuality	and	promote	greater	recognition	of	the	symbol	among	wider	audiences.	For	example,	the	term	bisexual	is	sometimes	referred	to	as	“bisexuwhale”,	a	play	on	the	phonetic	similarity	of	“ual”	and	“whale”,	as	well	as	an	appropriation	of	whales	as	a	symbol	for	bisexuality.	This	term	is	largely	used	in-group,	and	the	anchor	on	this	image	helps	the	reader	make	the	connection	between	the	image	and	bisexuality	(see	Image	13).	Once	that	connection	is	made,	the	former	image	helps	to	anchor	the	subsequent	image	of	a	narwhale	with	a	bi	pride	horn	with	the	anchoring	text	“we	exist”	(see	Image	14.)	
	 	 	 	[Image	13:	“Bisexuwhale.”		 	 	 [Image	14:	“We	Exist”	narwhale.		Image	source:	blog]		 	 	 	 Image	source:	blog]		
Original	&	Hyperlinked	Content	A	common	form	of	inscribing	in	digital	environments	is	to	either	create	and	post	original	content	(narratives,	images,	videos,	etc.)	or	to	create	hyperlinks	to	existing	content.	A	hybrid	form	of	these	activities	is	to	embed	other	peoples’	content	into	original	material	(blogs,	tweets,	posts,	podcasts,	etc.)	These	three	forms	of	activity	are	among	the	most	common	activities	within	social	media	and	form	the	basis	for	user-generated	content.	User	generated	content	generally	involves	some	
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 level	of	creative	effort	in	producing	or	adapting	content	(Bruns,	2007;	van	Dijck,	2009).	This	concept	is	used	to	denote	the	shift	in	the	user	from	a	passive	consumer	to	a	co-contributor	of	the	material	that	forms	the	content	of	the	site	(Bruns	2007).	By	acting	as	co-creators	of	bisexual-specific	material	and	posting	it	in	bisexual	spaces	(or	general	internet	platforms)	I	deem	bisexual	content	creation	as	well	as	hyperlinked	content	as	practices	of	inscribing	bisexuality.		Through	the	uses	of	bisexual-specific	symbolism,	appropriations	of	other	signs,	and	innovative	creation	of	new	sign	systems,	participants	are	purposefully	attempting	to	increase	the	recognition	of	bisexual	representation	within	mainstream	culture.	This	modification	entails	an	appropriation	of	the	digital	space	to	construct	a	representation	that	it	may	not	have	been	intended	for.	These	practices	serve	to	signify	bisexuality	to	the	viewer	as	well	as	increase	the	recognition	of	bisexual	representation	within	mainstream	culture.		
The	Desire	for	a	Visible	Identity	These	practices	for	inscribing	bisexuality	outlined	in	this	chapter	are	illustrative	of	the	aspiration	to	be	seen	‘as’	bisexual.	Relatedly,	the	two	most	frequently	articulated	concerns	of	participants	in	the	spaces	I	studied	were	(1)	the	frustration	of	not	being	recognized	or	seen	as	bisexual	and	(2)	how	to	achieve	visibility.	Analogous	to	some	of	the	struggles	articulated	within	the	transsexual,	pansexual,	and	omnisexual	communities,	choices	of	intimate	partners	challenge	the	visibility	of	identity	for	bisexuals	and	sways	the	perceptions	of	larger	social	communities,	as	expressed	in	Image	15,	a	blog	post	that	was	circulated	through	
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 many	bisexual	spaces	online	and	eventually	picked	up	by	the	aggregate	blog,	feministing.org.		
	[Image	15:	Article:	Holding	My	Boyfriend’s	Hand:	On	Becoming	Invisible	Again.	Image	source:	Blog.]		The	following	participant’s	quote	further	illustrates	this	concern:	[Listserv]	If	I	had	ended	up	falling	in	love	with	a	man,	then	my	same-sex	desires	would	have	been	invisible	to	others	unless	I	made	them	visible	by	talking	about	it	(something	that’s	just	not	in	my	personality	to	do).	But	I	realize	that	my	tendency	to	be	quiet	about	my	sexual	preferences,	and	to	let	my	relationships	speak	for	themselves	reinforces	the	cultural	invisibility	of	people	whose	sexualities	are	more	fluid	or	tend	to	sit	somewhere	in	the	muddy	middle.		As	frequently	articulated	among	participants,	intimate	partners	in	the	physical	world	often	render	their	bisexual	identity	“invisible”	when	read	within	the	culturally	dominant	binary	of	monosexuality.	Participants	discuss	the	complexities	
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 of	an	identity	that	appears	more	visible	in	online	environments	than	it	does	elsewhere:	[Social	Media]	I	feel	I'm	more	out	online	that	offline.	That's	because,	in	the	offline	world	there's	the	whole	''social	assumptions''	issue.	My	co-workers,	friends,	etc,	know	I	have	a	boyfriend,	wich	[sic]	equals	''straight''	for	most	ppl	out	there…	Whereas	online,	my	pic	at	Facebook	(and	Orkut)	is	a	Bisexual	Pride	icon.	I	follow	Bi	groups	on	Twitter.	I'm	a	member	of	bi	groups.	So,	online	it's	spelled	out,	while	offline	ppl	usually	think	me	having	a	bf	means	I'm	straight.		Participants	in	digital	spaces	grapple	with	the	seeming	paradox	of	one’s	offline	self	as	the	‘avatar’	and	one’s	online	presence	as	the	more	integrated,	represented,	and	recognized	true	self.	This	concern	with	visibility-and	frustration	with	feeling	invisible—is	the	most	prominent	theme	among	all	data	I	collected	across	diverse	bisexual	spaces.	This	potential	of	invisibility—sometimes	also	referred	to	as	‘bisexual	erasure’—produces	an	anxiety	among	bisexual	participants,	which	will	be	discussed	in	greater	depth	in	the	following	chapters.		
The	Desire	for	a	Consumer	Inscribed	Identity	Notably,	the	desire	for	visibility	is	most	frequently	articulated	through	the	language	of	the	consumer	market.	In	their	efforts	to	imagine	how	visibility	might	be	achieved,	overwhelmingly	participants	conceptualize	visibility	in	terms	of	consumerism	and	the	longing	for	a	market-based	identity:	[Social	Media]	I	wish	there	was	a	look.	I	wish	I	could	get	up	every	day	and	put	on	the	clothes	and	jewelry	that	identified	me	to	the	world	when	I	stepped	out	of	my	apartment.		[Listserv]	It	would	just	be	so	much	easier	if	I	knew	what	to	buy	that	made	it	easier	for	people	to	see	that	I’m	bisexual.	You	know,	like	lesbians	have	birkstocks	and	subarus	[sic].		
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 [Convention	Attendee]	There’s	never	going	to	be	one	thing	anyone	ever	buys	especially	if	you’re	young	or	older	or	a	guy	or	a	girl	or	anything	but	it	would	be	cool	if	there	were	a	couple	things	people	recognized	were	bisexual.”		[Convention	Attendee]	“I	like	to	wear	the	colors	of	our	[bisexual	pride]	flag	and	tell	people.	If	we	all	wear	those	colors	more	maybe	other	people	will	learn	what	they	mean.		Media	scholar	Katherine	Sender	(2004)	studied	the	industry	of	gay	marketing	and	its	impact	on	cultural	ideas	of	sexuality.	Her	analysis	focused	on	how	a	gay	and	lesbian	marketing	industry	does	not	“merely	represent	gay	and	lesbian	people,	but	produces	recognizable—and	sellable—definitions	of	what	it	means	to	be	gay	or	lesbian”	(p.	11).	According	to	Sender,	there	are	three	central	premises	to	understanding	the	cultural	impact	of	gay	marketing:	First,	that	sexuality	is	produced,	not	given;	Second,	that	marketing	constitutes	a	primary	discourse	through	which	sexuality	and	other	identities	are	constructed;	and	finally	that	identities	and	social	formations	are	produced	through	a	complex	relationship	among	media	producers,	marketing	texts	(including	ads),	and	audiences	(p.	11).	As	Sender	posits,	“sexual	identity	is	produced	in	the	spaces	between	subjects	and	discourses,	readers	and	texts,	consumers	and	things”	(p.	13).	Citizens	of	consumer	cultures	understand	this	relationship	between	consumers	and	things,	even	if	they	lack	the	academic	words	to	communicate	it	so	rationally,	as	it	is	the	ecosystem	in	which	they	live.	However,	Sender	also	engages	in	a	thorough	criticism	of	marketed	identities,	pointing	out	that	a	consumer	identity	“lends	itself	to	a	false	and	dangerous	substitution	of	cultural	visibility	for	inclusive	citizenship”	(p.	10).		More	akin	to	groups	with	non-visible	disabilities,	members	of	these	spaces	are	trying	to	make	sense	of	how	bisexuality	is	coded—and	can	be	coded—in	our	
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 contemporary	system	of	sexual	orientation	politics.	In	these	sense	making	processes	we	can	see	the	act	of	making	oneself	visible—either	as	an	individual	or	a	group—as	a	form	of	social	activism.	The	act	of	resisting	the	hegemonic	monosexuality	is	both	necessary	for	individual	fulfillment	and	as	a	way	for	the	group	to	obtain	recognition	and	gain	access	to	the	hallways	of	power.	The	following	chapter	will	delve	more	deeply	into	technologies	of	visibility	and	its	connection	to	social	activism.		
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Chapter	5:	Everyday	Activism			
I	don’t	wear	anything	bi	specific	and	I	don’t	have	one	of	those	cool	hair	cuts,	I	simply	
talk	until	my	mouth	is	a	desert	and	then	some	more.	I	discovered	that	people	otherwise	
“forget”	so	I	remind	and	annoy	them	because	their	monosexism	annoys	me.	~Participant	quote			
Can	You	See	Me	Now?	As	documented	in	Chapter	4,	one	of	the	most	salient	themes	to	emerge	from	this	research	is	participants’	affective	struggle	with	feeling	"invisible",	this	includes	feeling	invisible	in	queer	communities	(from	which	many	desire	recognition)	as	well	as	in	mainstream	straight	communities.	The	frequency	of	discourse	specific	to	invisibility	is	significant,	as	well	as	its	expressed	negatively	associated	experiences	and	feelings.	The	public	sharing	of	those	reactions	among	individuals,	and	the	ensuing	discourse	that	emerges	from	those	interactions,	include	imagining	what	visibility	“looks”	like	(its	semiotic	markers	and	what	would	make	those	markers	“successful”	for	visibility),	and	the	articulation	of	“solutions”	to	counter	perceived	invisibility.		In	this	chapter	I	discuss	how	the	interactions,	communications,	and	posts	of	participants	in	bisexual	spaces	should	be	understood	as	practices	of	everyday	resistance	and	social	activism.	
Understanding	Performativity	When	developing	her	theories	on	gender	as	performance	and	act,	Judith	Butler	(1988)	wrote	in	the	Theatre	Journal	that	philosophers	may	talk	of	acts	but	they	rarely	put	these	events	in	terms	of	actual	acting.	This	was,	for	Butler,	missing	a	
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 vital	constituent	element	in	the	understanding	of	gender.	She	developed	this	idea	further	in	her	work	Gender	Trouble	(1999)	and	wrote	in	the	preface:				Gender	is	the	repeated	stylization	of	the	body,	a	set	of	repeated	acts	within	a	highly	rigid	regulatory	frame	that	congeal	over	time	to	produce	the	appearance	of	substance,	of	a	natural	sort	of	being.	A	political	genealogy	of	gender	ontologies,	if	it	is	successful,	will	deconstruct	the	substantive	appearance	of	gender	into	its	constitutive	acts	and	locate	and	account	for	those	acts	within	the	compulsory	frames	set	by	the	various	forces	that	police	the	social	appearance	of	gender.	(p.	33)		The	key	here	is	understanding	that	gender	is	created,	maintained,	and	enhanced	through	the	repetition	of	acts,	and	through	this	repetition	they	become	normalized	and	accepted	as	the	correct	way	of	being	–	or	natural	as	Butler	puts	it.	Regulatory	framework	above	suggests	that	there	are	rules	and	norms	outside	of	the	individual’s	choices	that	constrain	the	options,	and	that	the	individuals	must	relate	to.	There	is	a	relationship	between	the	repeated	performance	of	the	individual	and	the	norms	within	which	she	can	act.	The	norms	are	created	by	the	actors	while	the	actors	must	conform	to	the	norms.	It	is,	as	Hall	(2000)	says	that	in	order	to	exert	social	power	the	acts	must	be	repeated	and	used	consistently.	In	this	way	gender	is	not	what	one	is,	but	what	one	does;	and	perhaps	most	critically,	what	one	does	repeatedly.	Therefore,	according	to	Butler’s	theory,	gender	does	not	present	itself	in	fixed	categories,	but	rather	gender	is	constructed	by	repeatedly	performing	the	act	of	“straightness”,	“queerness”,	or	“bi-ness”	(Lloyd,	1999).	The	performance	of	gender	should	not	be	seen	as	political	or	apolitical,	private	or	public,	as	these	distinctions	are	fundamentally	a	fiction	(Butler	1988,	1999)	as	“our	most	personal	acts	are,	in	fact,	continually	being	scripted	by	hegemonic	social	conventions	and	ideologies”	(Felluga,	2011).	Therefore,	when	
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 Butler	describes	performativity	as	“that	reiterative	power	of	discourse	to	produce	the	phenomena	that	it	regulates	and	constrains”	(1993,	p.	2),	she	argues	that	gender	is	a	performance	and	we	need	then	to	presuppose	that	there	is	a	social	audience	for	this	performance	that	is	able	to	interpret	the	acts,	and	even	more	so	these	acts	may	be	understood	with	relative	confidence	in	a	mainstream	social	context.		Since	these	acts	are	taking	place	within	a	social	context	where	they	are	being	interpreted,	evaluated,	and	judged,	the	performance	of	gender	is	bounded	by	the	acceptance	of	the	social	group	wherein	the	performance	takes	place.	The	social	group,	acting	as	judge,	together	with	the	actors	who	co-constitute	the	social	group,	maintain	and	legitimize	certain	acts	which	are	then	understood	to	be	“natural”;	consequently,	deviance	is	understood	as	“unnatural”	(Butler	1988).	As	Butler	phrases	it,	the	body	“becomes	its	gender	through	a	series	of	acts	which	are	renewed,	revised,	and	consolidated	through	time”	(p.	42).	These	are	the	ways	in	which	the	performance	of	gender	constitute	gender.	When	the	performance	of	gender	enables	the	wider	interpretation	of	the	gender	beyond	heterosexuality	it	again	needs	to	be	categorized,	and	for	each	gender	there	is	a	need	for	an	ability	to	perform	itself	into	being	on	the	larger	mainstream	stage	in	order	to	gain	a	widespread	acceptance	and,	ultimately,	social	and	political	legitimacy.	
Performance	in	Context	The	social	context	within	which	the	performance	of	gender	is	conducted	may	be	designated	under	the	slippery	term	of	community.	The	term	community	is	a	vague	one	as	most	individuals	tend	to	belong	to	several	overlapping	communities	that	all	contribute	to	the	individual’s	identity.	However,	as	the	more	powerful	
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 regulatory	elements	that	emerge	from	community	are	codified,	norms	and	rules	are	expressed	through	systems	of	mores,	law	and	religious	custom.	Consequently,	when	the	performance	of	sexuality	and	gender	generally	overlap	with	the	system	of	rules,	actors	may	perform	according	to	accepted	social	scripts	without	much	controversy.	When	the	performance	of	gender	and	sexuality	contradict	the	mores,	this	contradiction	carries	with	it	social	or	legal	sanctions,	and	the	performance	of	gender	or	sexuality	becomes	an	act	of	defiance,	resistance,	protest,	or	desperation.						As	many	countries	become	more	accepting	of	homosexual	identities	in	society,	the	acceptable	scripts	for	homosexual	behavior	increase.	Yet,	since	homosexuals	remain	a	discriminated	minority,	the	range	of	performance	is	still	limited	and	judged	by	the	larger	community.	Once	the	actors	transgress	the	script	they	put	themselves	in	danger	of	being	sanctioned	in	some	form	or	another.	At	its	most	extreme,	transgressing	the	script	results	in	violence	by	the	state.	LGBT	actors	that	are	not	conforming	to	the	script	are	often	faced	with	discriminatory	police	practices.		Ritchie	Mogul,	in	his	work	“Queer	(in)justice:	The	criminalization	of	LGBT	people	in	the	United	States”	(2011)	comments	that	law	enforcement	officers	were	the	third	largest	category	of	perpetrators	of	anti	LGBT	violence.		Since	Stonewall	there	has	been	an	increased	social	and	legal	acceptance	of	more	types	of	gender	and	sexuality,	and	the	range	of	behaviors	that	follow;	however,	while	it	can	be	stated	that	the	LGBT	movement	has	made	great	progress	collectively,	the	main	thrust	of	the	social	change	has	been	in	the	area	of	rights	for	homosexuals.	In	her	book	examining	the	battle	over	gay	marriage,	Leigh	Moscowitz	(2013)	argues	that	the	activists	struggling	to	achieve	their	goals	understood	that	in	
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 order	to	succeed	they	needed	to	perform	in	ways	that	were	compatible	to	the	range	of	behaviors	of	the	larger	community.	Moscowitz	asserts	that	in	order	to	do	“battle	over	marriage	in	the	mainstream	media	meant	conforming	to	the	rules	of	news	making.	This	ultimately	led	to	tensions	over	representations	and	media	strategies”	(p24).		However,	the	increase	in	social	acceptance	for	LGBTQ	people	is	not	evenly	distributed	among	groups.	While	increased	social	acceptance	of	homosexual	performativity	results	in	more	visible	homosexual	identities	in	the	mainstream,	the	same	cannot	be	said	for	the	bisexual	actor.	It	is	as	Brett	Beemyn	and	Erich	Steinman	state	in	their	introduction	to	the	Journal	of	Bisexuality	“Since	the	late	twentieth	century,	bisexuality	has	seemed	to	be	both	everywhere	and	nowhere	in	popular	culture.”	(Beemyn	&	Steinman,	2001	p3).	To	be	visible	is	not	enough	when	the	goal	is	to	be	read	correctly,	and	since	this	is	not	achieved,	bisexuals	must	continue	to	intentionally	perform	in	order	to	construct	their	non-mainstream	sexuality.		The	mainstream	sexualities	remain	predominantly	heterosexual,	with	an	increasing	acceptance	of	homosexuals,	and	this	forms	the	default	sexuality	behavior	in	society.	For	the	most	part,	people	who	align	with	mainstream	sexuality	are	not	aware	of	their	intentional	desire	to	perform	gender.	Those	who	belong	to	the	mainstream	do	still	perform	their	gender	in	Butlarian	terms,	but	since	they	are	the	default,	their	performance	is	more	easily	read,	understood,	and	accepted.	For	non-mainstream	sexualities,	such	as	bisexuals,	a	more	conscious	and	concerted	effort	is	required	to	break	away	from	the	general	social	readings,	which	require	intentional	performances	of	their	sexuality.		
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Bisexuality	in	Mass	Media	The	discussion	of	inscribing	bisexuality	in	this	work	reflects	the	intent	to	‘mark	as’	and	the	challenges	of	not	being	recognized.	Another	element	of	this	struggle	is	manifests	in	mass	media	representations	of	bisexuality.	Examining	popular	media	representations	provides	insight	into	mainstream	cultural	notions	about	bisexuality.	The	ways	in	which	bisexuality	is	portrayed	in	popular	media	is	radically	different	from	the	ways	in	which	bisexuals	choose	to	represent	themselves.	This	disparity	is	most	clearly	evident	in	visual	culture	where	the	most	common	representation	of	bisexuality	is	the	triad.		Image	16	is	taken	from	a	Newsweek	publication	from	July	17,	1995	entitled,	“Bisexuality:	Not	straight.	Not	gay.	A	new	sexuality	emerges.”	The	image	shows	three	individuals:	one	woman	and	two	men.	None	of	the	figures	appear	to	be	intimate	or	even	aware	of	each	other.	All	the	figures	in	the	image	are	looking	forward	at	the	viewer,	and	are	separate	from	each	other.	The	image	suggests	these	are	not	lovers	or	even	friends,	and	therefore	each	individual	is	independent	of	the	others’	presence.	Why	then	need	a	triad?	Surely	any	one	of	them	could	have	represented	a	bisexual.			
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	[Image	16:	Photo	on	the	cover	of	Newsweek,	with	accompanying	article:	“Bisexuality:	Not	Straight.	Not	gay.	A	new	sexual	identity	emerges.”	July	17,	1995.	Image	source:	Nora	Madison.]		Examples	of	the	triad	in	media	are	the	single	most	common	convention	for	coding	bisexuality.	Image	17	is	taken	from	the	New	York	Times	Magazine	article	(Denizet-Lewis,	2014)	“The	Scientific	Quest	to	Prove	Bisexuality	Exists”	and	depicts	one	man	with	two	partners	(one	male	and	one	female).	The	center	figure	of	the	image	is	a	man,	but	he	is	separated	into	two	halves	of	the	image:	in	one	half,	a	woman	is	nuzzled	up	to	his	cheek,	and	the	other	half	a	man	is	nuzzled	up	to	his	ear.	Presumably	the	man	is	bisexual	and	therefore	split	into	two	parts:	his	heterosexual	self	and	his	homosexual	self.	This	visual	depiction	of	bisexuality	reifies	the	notion	that	bisexuals	are	torn	between	two	polar	desires	and	experience	equal	and	
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 concurrent	attraction	to	more	than	one	partner	simultaneously.	Furthermore,	the	triad	represented	in	this	way	suggests	that	bisexuals	have	simultaneous	liaisons	with	heterosexual	and	homosexual	partners.			
	[Image	17:	Photo	accompanying	 the	NYT	article:	 “The	Scientific	Quest	 to	Prove	Bisexuality	Exists.”	March	20,	2014.	Image	source:	nytimes.com]		Within	the	convention	of	the	triad	there	is	also	a	sub-genre	closely	connected	with	hypersexualization	and	the	male	gaze.	In	these	cases	the	triad	is	commonly	presented	in	varying	states	of	undress	and/or	in	a	bed.	Many	of	these	images	also	play	on	the	heterosexual	male	fantasy	of	having	two	female	partners	simultaneously.	Image	18	is	taken	from	an	article	in	The	Guardian	from	march	20,	2014	with	the	headline:	“Make	up	your	mind!	The	science	behind	bisexuality.”		In	this	image	we	see	three	attractive	young	people	sharing	a	bed.	A	man	is	sitting	up	between	two	sleeping	women	and	smoking	a	cigarette	–	the	cigarette	connotes	post-coital	sexual	activity,	as	does	the	smile	on	his	face.	This	may	have	been	a	suitable	image	if	the	article	had	been	about	having	a	threesome,	but	the	headline—and	the	
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 article—are	attempting	to	explain	the	science	behind	bisexuality.	Furthermore,	while	the	image	is	intended	to	illustrate	an	article	on	bisexuality,	the	image	is	fundamentally	misleading.	The	women	in	the	image	are	asleep	and	to	the	side	and	the	man	is	awake	and	in	the	middle.	He	is	the	central	figure	–	it	is	a	picture	of	him.	So	who	is	the	bisexual	in	the	image?	What	is	the	image	attempting	to	do?	It	seems	that	the	goal	is	to	titillate,	to	excite,	and	to	satisfy	a	particularly	heterosexual	fantasy	rather	than	to	discuss	bisexuality.	This	hypersexualization	once	again	references	the	mistaken	idea	(or	heterosexual	male	fantasy)	that	bisexuality	is	only	expressed	through	simultaneous	sex	acts.			
	[Image	18:	Photo	accompanying	The	Guardian	article	“Make-up	your	mind!	The	science	behind	bisexuality.”	April	11,	2014.	Image	source:	guardian.com]		 Many	of	these	examples	are	salacious	but	they	occur	with	surprisingly	regularity	in	the	mainstream	media.	In	Image	19	we	see	an	individual	being	publicly	affectionate	with	another	person	while	at	the	same	time	being	covertly	amorous	with	a	third.		This	image	is	taken	from	an	article	on	the	website	of	the	American	
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Association	of	Retired	Persons	(Febuary	17,	2016)	titled:	'Am	I	Discovering	I'm	Bisexual?'		In	this	image	three	people	are	sitting	on	a	park	bench	–	two	men	on	either	side	of	a	woman.	The	image	is	taken	from	behind	the	bench	so	we	see	their	backs	and	ostensibly	they	do	not	see	us,	the	viewer.	The	man	on	the	left	is	kissing	the	woman	in	the	center	while	also	holding	hands	with	the	man	sitting	on	her	other	side.	The	man	on	the	right	is	looking	away	from	the	couple	kissing,	suggesting	he	is	not	directly	included	in	their	intimate	activity.	Furthermore,	the	two	men	are	holding	hands	behind	the	bench,	which	could	also	be	code	for	behind	the	woman’s	back,	suggesting	infidelity	to	the	dyad	in	the	center	and	depicting	some	form	of	duplicity.		This	triad	reinforces	the	trope	of	the	bisexual	as	promiscuous	and	generally	not	to	be	trusted	in	relationships.			
	[Image	19:	Photo	accompanying	the	AARP	article	“Am	I	Discovering	I’m	Bisexual.	February	17,	2016.	Image	source:	aaarp.com]			 	
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 As	previously	mentioned,	images	such	as	these	are	common	and	range	from	the	more	inoffensive	to	the	salacious.	The	resulting	implications	are	that	bisexuals	are	torn	between	their	internal	hetero	and	homo	desires,	require	simultaneous	partners,	and	are	untrustworthy	partners.	Notably,	in	all	these	images	it	is	never	clear	exactly	which	individuals	are	bisexual.	Are	all	three	members	of	the	triad	bisexual?	While	this	is	a	possible	read,	the	dominant	discourse	leads	us	to	believe	that	one	of	person	in	the	triad	is	the	bisexual	while	the	others	adhere	to	more	dominant	sexualities.		Triad	as	a	signifier	for	bisexuality	were	exclusively	only	ever	used	by	out-group,	non-bisexual	identifying	organizations.	The	use	of	triads	in	popular	media	to	represent	bisexuality	is	highly	disliked	and	critiqued	in	bisexual	spaces.	[Blog	Commenter]	[In	response	to	the	Guardian	article]	ALWAYS	WITH	THE	THREESOMES.	I	am	so	sick	and	tired	of	major	news	media!	A	threesome?!?!	REALLY???!!	That’s	the	best	you	could	come	up	with	Guardian?	Here’s	a	novel	idea:	ASK	AN	HONEST	TO	GOD	ACTUAL	FUCKING	BISEXUAL	TO	POSE	FOR	YOUR	STUPID	ASS	ARTICLE.	I’m	out.		[Listserv]	Here	we	go	again.	Another	well	meaning	(I	hope)	attempt	to	discuss	bisexuality.	I	feel	so	torn	because	on	the	one	hand,	any	conversation	is	better	than	invisibility.	But	on	the	other	hand,	it’s	really	not	doing	any	good.	It’s	like	it’s	not	bad	enough	having	to	deal	with	all	the	“is	it	real”	bullshit	but	then	when	someone	actually	prints	about	bisexuality	it’s	always	gotta	be	the	stupid	ménageatrois	[sic].	I’ve	been	in	a	monogamous	for	[sic]	seven	years	but	thanks	to	bad	pop	psych	and	even	worse	cover	photos	everyone	assumes	bisexuals	are	greedy,	cheating	liars.	I’m	so	sick	of	it.		[Social	Media]	I	think	what	bothers	me	most	isn’t	the	threesome	because	as	a	poly	bi	my	relationships	really	are	about	more	than	one	partner	in	my	life	and	I	really	do	wish	people	understood	that	better	and	accepted	it	more	so	I	could	talk	more	openly	about	my	life	and	not	be	made	to	feel	like	a	selfish	sex-crazed	pervert.	But	what	really	upsets	me	about	this	photo	is	that	bisexuals	are	genetically	cheaters	or	something,	like	we	can’t	not	have	two	partners	at	the	same	time	or	else	we	will	implode	or	something.	Or	maybe	stop	being	actual	bisexuals.	I	don’t	know	but	it	makes	my	blood	boil.		
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 [Reply]	Without	a	threesome,	we’re	invisible…	it’s	messed	up.	I	always	imagine	a	t-shirt	with	3	couples	stick	figure	like:	girl	+	girl,	girl	+	boy,	and	boy	+	boy.	and	it	says	“6	bisexuals.”		 [Reply]	YES!	But	oh!	I	am	so	tired	of	seeing	bisexuality	illustrated	by	photos	of	threesomes…		 [Reply]	I’m	so	tired	of	the	threesome	images	too!!!		 [Reply]	Agree	completely	about	the	image	comment,	but	I’m	curious	for	suggestions	of	still	image	photographs	that	convey	bisexuality	through	the	individuals	presented.	We	know,	of	course,	bisexuality	is	not	about	threesomes,	but	how	can	that	be	visually	transmitted	to	an	unaware	audience	effectively?		[Reply]	How	you	can	portrait	fluidity?	Then	you	know	how	to	portrait	the	bisexuals	and	bisexuality.		 [Reply]	I	like	the	idea	of	multiple	photos,	but	for	a	cover	image	it	might	be	difficult	unless	you	use	a	collage	format.	Also,	re	the	actual	article,	given	how	it’s	a	HuffPost	piece,	I	think	it's	a	*decent*	(not	great)	piece,	but	also	have	serious	issues	with	how	the	author	goes	about	creating	working	definitions	of	the	identities	he	discusses.			What	we	see	is	the	way	in	which	the	mainstream	social	scripts	used	to	portray	bisexuality	are	at	odds	with	the	ways	in	which	bisexuals	choose	to	describe	or	portray	themselves.	This	tension	reveals	a	flaw	in	the	theories	of	gender	as	performance	enacted	through	repetition.	There	is	a	lack	of	a	more	widely	understood	cultural	script	that	enables	mainstream	society	to	recognize	and	understand	bisexuality.	It	is	not	enough	for	an	actor	to	regularly	repeat	the	performance,	in	order	to	enact	social	change	and	arrive	at	acceptance	in	a	wider	community	outside	the	narrow	confines	of	the	group	that	performance	must	be	interpreted	in	the	correct	manner.	Therefore,	when	bisexuality	is	being	inscribed	and	performed	it	is	not	only	an	act	of	identity	for	the	individual,	it	is	also	a	desire	to	reduce	invisibility	and	to	create	a	social	script	that	would	become	more	widely	
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 recognized	and	correctly	interpreted	in	the	mainstream	cultural	setting.	This	is	why	the	discourse	of	invisibility	is	the	most	important	theme	in	this	study.	Every	effort	of	the	individual	or	group	to	inscribe	their	sexuality	is	a	form	of	social	activism.	As	there	is	no	easily	interpreted	and	widely	understood	social	script	for	bisexuality	they	act	of	inscribing	is	both	a	personal	act	and	a	political	one.	By	claiming	the	bisexual	identity,	and	not	accepting	the	social	model	imposed	by	the	social	group,	the	bisexual	is	carrying	out	an	active	form	of	social	protest	and	is	through	this	transformed	into	an	activist.		
Social	Activism	Social	activism	is	any	intentional	action	with	the	goal	of	bringing	about	social	change.	In	a	democratic	society	the	goal	of	activism	is	one	of	persuasion.	From	the	civil	rights	movements	acts	of	civil	disobedience	to	online	campaigns	on	social	media	centered	around	topic	awareness,	the	activists’	objective	is	to	persuade	as	many	people	as	possible	to	join	their	cause	in	creating	some	specific	social	change.	However,	within	this	framework	change	should	ideally	be	brought	about	through	socially	legal	processes.	Social	activism	has	as	its	starting	point	the	need	for	activists	to	act	within	the	laws,	regulations	and	norms	of	social	behavior.	In	his	work	on	disobedience,	philosopher	Peter	Singer	(1973)	argues	that	the	process	of	disobedience	is	one	where	a	minority	openly	demonstrates	a	minority	political	opinion	in	such	a	way	as	to	appeal	to	the	majority	to	recognize	and	rectify	the	injustice	being	protested.		
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Media	Watchdogs	In	journalism,	watchdogs	are	the	term	used	for	investigative	reporters	who	focus	on	making	the	undertakings	of	powerful	institutions	–	such	as	governments,	large	corporations,	and	powerful	individuals	–	more	transparent	to	the	citizen	population.	Central	to	the	role	of	watchdogs	are	the	function	they	perform	in	alerting	the	masses	when	powers	have	been	abused	or	information	is	being	obscured.	Watchdogs	are	commonly	self-appointed	individuals	who	voluntarily	survey	the	powerful	in	society	on	behalf	of	the	common	citizenry	in	order	to	guard	against	repression.		The	term	watchdog	lends	itself	to	the	notion	of	a	group	who	keep	watch	for	wrongdoing.	In	this	regard	the	term	lends	itself	well	to	the	practices	I’ve	observed	in	bisexual	spaces.	Watchdogs	within	bisexual	spaces	survey	not	only	the	dominant	mainstream	media	industry	but	more	so	they	focus	their	attention	toward	the	established	producers	of	gay	and	lesbian	media—often	coined	the	“gaystream	media.”	This	process,	as	I	will	illustrate,	also	involves	calling	members	of	the	communities	into	action	to	respond	to	instances	where	bisexuals	have	been	derided	or	totally	erased	within	media.	The	calls	to	action	reflect	Singer’s	notion	of	appealing	to	the	majority	to	rectify	instances	of	injustices.	I	first	noticed	active	watchdog	behavior	in	online	bisexual	spaces	in	2008	during	the	early	days	of	marriage	equality	legislation	happening	in	the	United	States.	The	BiNet	listerve	was	a	much	more	active	digital	space	then,	having	migrated	largely	to	social	media	platforms	like	Facebook	by	2012.	Between	2008-2011	the	average	number	of	posts	made	to	the	forum	every	month	ranged	from	33-42;	this	was	a	digital	space	with	daily	user-generated	content	and	interaction.	In	
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 October	2008	there	was	a	flurry	of	celebratory	posts	made	to	the	Listserv	to	publicly	honor	the	significance	of	the	Connecticut	legislation	that	legalized	same-sex	marriage	rights	for	its	residents.	Following	those	celebratory	posts,	many	users	began	posting	about	the	progress	and	setbacks	of	marriage	equality	legislation	happening	across	the	nation.		By	November	2008	a	member	of	BiNet	expressed	their	frustration	in	a	post	about	the	increasing	usage	of	the	term	“gay	marriage	rights”	in	their	experience	participating	in	grass	roots	organizations	against	Proposition	8	in	California.	This	post	generated	15	reply	threads,	many	more	than	the	average.	The	replies	were	in	solidarity	of	the	original	post	and	triggered	a	conversation	among	members	about	being	“erased”	from	the	fight	for	marriage	equality.	As	participants	noted:		[Listserv]	The	more	I	thought	about	this	issue,	the	more	angry	I	got.	Especially	since	Equality	California	signed	on	to	the	lawsuit	and	they	are	supposed	to	be	an	organization	working	for	LGBT	rights.	I	posted	about	it	on	my	blog	and	on	my	Facebook	page.	Now	I	am	in	an	argument	with	a	gay	man	who	thinks	it's	inappropriate	to	"quibble"	about	wording	when	"fundamental	civil	rights	are	being	taken	away.		[Listserv]	He	just	told	me	that	Prop	8	affects	bisexuals	less	than	it	does	gay	people	because	"Sorry,	when	you're	stripped	of	the	right	to	marry	anyone	you're	in	love	with	instead	of	half	the	pool,	I'll	agree	with	you."	I	can't	believe	he	said	that!	If	I	fall	in	love	with	a	woman	(or	a	trans	person	and	the	law's	not	on	our	side)	in	a	state	that	doesn't	have	marriage	equality,	the	fact	that	I	could	still	marry	someone	of	the	opposite	sex	does	me	just	as	much	good	as	it	does	to	him...	Between	the	two	of	us,	only	one	of	us	has	had	a	civil	union	to	a	same-sex	partner,	and	surprise,	it's	not	him.		In	April	2009	a	member	of	BiNet	posted	to	the	Listserv	an	email	that	had	been	sent	by	GLAAD	(formerly	the	Gay	and	Lesbian	Alliance	Against	Defamation),	a	U.S.	non-profit	media	monitoring	organization	whose	explicit	mission	is	sharing	“powerful	stories	from	the	LGBT	community	in	an	effort	to	create	equality,	and	
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 when	news	outlets	get	it	wrong,	GLAAD	is	there	to	respond	and	advocate	for	fairness	and	accuracy”	(http://www.glaad.org/about#mission).	The	original	email,	sent	to	members	of	the	GLAAD	email	newsletter,	was	soliciting	support	for	“gay	marriage”	in	California.		In	an	ironic	turn,	the	media	monitoring	organization	GLAAD	was	taken	to	task	by	the	informal	media	monitoring	members	of	BiNet.	Within	four	days,	the	thread	grew	to	over	thirty	posts	with	multiple	branch-off	entries,	generating	a	large	discussion	on	the	nature	and	problem	of	the	term	“gay	marriage.”		[Listserv]	…the	press	release	goes	on	to	discuss	the	issue	in	gay	and	lesbian	terms.	Phrases	like	"the	constitutional	rights	of	gay	and	lesbian	couples"	and	a	quote	from	the	Court	opinion	that	uses	the	phrase	"gay	and	lesbian	people"	to	describe	who	is	affected	by	the	decision.	No	mention	of	bisexual	(or	trangender)	people	are	made	to	balance	that.		Among	most	–	if	not	all	–	bisexual	users	in	my	study	there	is	widespread	agreement	that	‘gay’	and	‘lesbian’	are	terms	that	should	be	used	only	when	discussing	issues	specific	to	exclusively	homosexual	men	or	women.	When	the	term	gay	(or	lesbian)	is	used	in	relation	to	an	issue	that	includes	or	affects	more	than	just	homosexual	men	or	women,	then	the	term	effectively	erases	other	affected	parties.	When	a	word	–	or	action	–	that	affects	all	non-straight	people	who	fall	under	the	LGBT(QIAA)	umbrella	is	linguistically	marked	as	‘gay’	or	‘lesbian’	the	term	or	action	then	obscures	other	sexual	orientation	minorities	at	the	expense	of	making	gays	and	lesbians	politically	central.	When	this	happens	to	bisexuals	it	is	called	bi-erasure.	In	the	case	of	the	GLAAD	email,	by	calling	same-sex	marriage	rights	‘gay	marriage’	it	effectively	erased	how	bisexuals	are	affected	by	and	deeply	involved	in	the	legal	and	political	battles	to	support	same-sex	marriage	rights	in	the	United	States.	Most	
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 notably,	that	the	term	‘gay	marriage’	was	used	by	a	nationally	recognized	LGBT	organization	produced	a	widely	shared	feeling	of	betrayal	among	bisexual	readers.	GLAAD,	and	all	organizations	that	claim	to	be	dedicated	to	LGBT	issues,	are,	by	definition,	meant	to	be	inclusive	of	all	the	groups	that	fall	under	the	queer	umbrella.		Participants	expressed	feeling	angry,	frustrated,	betrayed,	and	exhausted	by	this	email.	Additionally,	several	participants	shared	stories	of	incidences	they	considered	similar.	Significantly,	several	participants	in	the	discussion	thread	proposed	a	call	to	action:		[Listsev]	[name	redacted]	just	commented	asking	if	using	the	words	"marriage	equality"	is	worth	the	bother,	and	saying	they	will	still	use	"gay	marriage"	in	headlines	because	it	is	shorter.	I	think	they	[organization]	need	to	hear	from	us	that	not	everyone	in	a	same-gender	marriage	is	a	gay	man.”	“I	sent	a	letter	to	[organization]	regarding	their	press	release	on	the	marriage	ruling	in	Iowa	which	used	the	term	"gay	and	lesbian	couples"	16	times.	You	may	want	to	respond	as	well.		[Listserv}	I	think	we	all	should	really	pay	attention	to	these	phrases…	I'm	been	[sic]	getting	extremely	upset	about	it.	If	you	see	any	type	of	reports,	news	article	that	has	the	"B"	or	"T"	for	that	matter	missing,	let	us	know.	[Organization]	and	[organization]	for	that	matter	--	continue	to	miss	the	boat	on	bisexual	news	reporting,	and	people	like	you	[name	redacted]	give	me	hope!		These	watchdog	behaviors	reflect	a	pattern	documented	in	my	fieldwork	that	occurred	in	twenty-six	separate	incidences	during	the	period	of	my	study.	These	calls	to	action	also	function	as	modes	of	inscribing	bisexuality	as	well	as	bisexual	community.	These	practices	neither	reflect	the	concrete	reality	of	a	singular	community	nor	even	a	network	of	communities;	rather,	these	practices	are	tools	for	enacting	bisexual	‘community’	and	‘identity’.	
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Social	Media	Campaigns	The	accessibility	of	the	Internet	and	social	media	have	been	viewed	as	empowering	to	citizens’	ability	to	communicate	and	there	has	been	a	great	deal	of	hope	for	agents	placed	in	these	technologies	as	agents	of	social	change.	So	called	cyber-utopians	emphasize	“the	ease	and	speed	with	which	a	group	can	be	mobilized”	(Shirky,	2008)	and	that	through	technology	“we	are	living	in	the	middle	of	a	remarkable	increase	in	our	ability	to	share,	to	cooperate	with	one	another,	and	to	take	collective	action,	all	outside	the	framework	of	traditional	institutions	and	organizations”	(2008	pp	20-21).		These	views	are	not	without	their	critics.	Evgeny	Morozov	(2011)	argues	that	we	are	overly	positive	towards	new	technologies	of	communication	and	that	our	“Net	Delusion”	will	not	necessarily	promote	an	increase	in	democratic	participation	or	activism	but	rather	it	will	create	a	faux	participation	or	“slacktivism”	in	place	of	real	activism.	And	Malcolm	Gladwell	(2010)	additionally	points	out	that	our	online	activities	result	in	“weak	ties”	which	create	a	great	deal	of	online	activity	but	do	little	to	create	actual	change.	Therefore,	the	effect	of	activism	technology	is	much	like	campaigns	in	f2f	activism.	Some	campaigns	have	immediate	and	spectacular	effects,	some	campaigns	have	long-term	effects,	and	some	campaigns	have	no	effect.	It	is	impossible	to	gauge	the	impact	of	a	campaign	until	after	the	social	and/or	political	change	has	occurred.	The	motivation	to	conduct	activism	is	the	attempt	to	shape	social	change	and	in	this	way	all	social	campaigns	are	effective.	It	is	not	in	the	change,	but	in	the	attempt	that	success	must	be	measured.	Therefore,	when	looking	at	bi-visibility	campaigns	we	are	faced	with	a	series	of	ongoing	actions	striving	to	
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 affect	social	and	political	change.	The	long-term	results	cannot	be	measured	but	the	participation	and	the	desire	to	affect	social	change	remains	a	key	factor	in	the	measure	of	their	importance.	In	this	context	participation	is	the	keystone	to	visibility	and	acknowledgement.		
Celebrate	Bisexuality	Day	Celebrate	Bisexuality	Day	(CBD)	is	the	most	enduring	visibility	campaign	in	my	research,	as	well	as	the	most	widely	popular.	CBD	is	celebrated	on	September	23	annually	and	first	began	in	1995	as	the	result	of	three	bisexual	activists:	Wendy	Curry	(former	president	of	BiNet	USA),	Michael	Page,	and	Gigi	Raven	Wilbur.	The	day	is	intended	to	bring	visibility	and	recognition	specifically	to	bisexuality,	apart	from	being	subsumed	in	general	LGBT	events.	As	co-founder	Wilbur	explained	in	an	interview	with	Huffington	Post:		Ever	since	the	Stonewall	rebellion,	the	gay	and	lesbian	community	has	grown	in	strength	and	visibility.	The	bisexual	community	also	has	grown	in	strength	but	in	many	ways	we	are	still	invisible.	I	too	have	been	conditioned	by	society	to	automatically	label	a	couple	walking	hand	in	hand	as	either	straight	or	gay,	depending	upon	the	perceived	gender	of	each	person	(2013).		This	celebration	of	bisexuality	in	particular,	as	opposed	to	general	LGBT	events,	was	conceived	as	a	response	to	the	prejudice	and	marginalization	of	the	bisexual	persons	by	some	in	both	the	straight	and	greater	LGBT	communities.	CBD	focuses	on	celebrating	bisexuals	in	history,	acknowledging	the	accomplishments	of	contemporary	bisexuals,	and	bringing	awareness	to	bisexuality	in	culture.	In	its	beginning	iterations	it	only	took	hold	in	areas	with	existing	strong	bisexual	communities;	however,	it	has	grown	considerably	since	its	inception	and	is	now	celebrated	internationally	in	the	United	States,	Canada,	the	United	Kingdom,	
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 Australia,	New	Zealand,	Germany,	Japan,	and	Sweden	to	date.	On	September	18,	2012,	Berkeley,	California	unanimously	voted	to	make	September	23	Bi	Visibility	Day,	complete	with	a	Bi	Pride	parade,	making	Berkeley	the	first	city	in	the	U.S.	to	officially	observe	Celebrate	Bisexuality	Day,		For	weeks	preceding	CBD,	members	post	personal	stories,	links,	images,	and	memes	in	digital	spaces	as	well	as	organize	events	for	CBD	with	the	purpose	of	creating	greater	social	awareness	in	mainstream	culture.	The	following	post	was	first	sent	via	a	listserv,	but	then	was	cross	posted	in	multiple	bisexual	spaces:	[listserv]	Hi	Everyone!	September	23rd	is	"Celebrate	Bisexuality	Day	(sometimes	called	"Bi	Visibility	Day").	Although	it	has	been	celebrated	for	the	last	13	years,	it	appears	that	Berkley,	California	is	the	first	municipality	that	has	officially	recognized	this	day.	Certainly	a	reason	for	us	to	celebrate.	Berkley's	announcement	has	lead	to	interesting	responses	from	anti-LGBT	rights	folks	like	Bryan	Fischer	from	American	Family	Association	(an	"official"	anti-LGBT	Hate	Group	as	per	the	Southern	Poverty	Law	Center).	More	importantly,	it	has	forced	the	mainstream	LGBT	movement	to	advocate	specifically	for	bisexuals.	But	the	point	of	this	post	is	not	to	draw	attention	to	Bryan	Fischer,	but	rather	to	tell	you	about	the	idea	I	had	which	was	inspired	by	Fischer's	ridiculous	statements	and	to	ask	you	to	join	me...	in	large	numbers...	in	doing	this	thing.		It	occurred	to	me	that,	while	the	eyes	of	others	outside	the	LGBT	community	is	looking	our	way,	maybe	it's	a	good	time	show	them	the	strength	of	our	numbers.		I	know	that	being	bi	is	not	all	that	you	are	and	that	in	most	of	your	everyday	life	you	aren't	constantly	walking	around	waving	a	bi	flag,	but	what	if,	on	this	one	day,	we	deliberately	do	something...	no	matter	how	big	or	small...	to	either	publicly	identify	as	bi	(which	I	know	is	not	feasible	for	everyone...	for	some	of	us	it	is	simply	not	safe	to	do	so),	or	publicly	show	support	for	bisexuals...	not	as	part	of	the	larger	LGBT	movement	but	as	a	group	on	it's	own?	Do	something	that	says	we're	real,	we're	here	and	we're	coming	out.	Posts	to	your	facebook	pages,	your	tumblrs,	etc.	Pin	Bisexual	messages/flags	etc	to	your	pintrest.	Tell	one	person	that	you	are	bisexual.	Explain	to	one	person	what	that	means	for	you,	Tackle	your	companies	statement	on	equal	opportunity	policies.	Post	messages	on	CNN	blogs...	WHATEVER!	Do	something,	make	it	visible	to	others	in	whatever	capacity	you	can!	Make	us	visible!		
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 I	then	ask	you	to	come	back	to	the	BiUnity's	Yahoo	group	or	the	BiUnity	Facebook	page	and	tell	us	what	you	did...	all	day	on	the	23rd.	Maybe	our	numbers	will	give	others	the	strength	to	live	their	truth	without	fear.	This	is	not	an	official	BiUnity	event...	this	is	just	me...	with	an	idea...	hoping	you	will	make	it	amazing.	If	not	for	yourselves	then	for	all	the	others	in	our	community	shamed	into	silence,	led	to	believe	their	is	no	community,	forced	to	chose	a	mono-sexual	identity...	Do	what	you	can.	Nothing	is	too	small.		The	following	images	were	posted	in	response	to	the	call	for	action	shown	above:	
	 	 	 	[Image	19:	Woman	holding		 [Image	20:	Group	holding		 [Image	21:	Woman	holding	Bi	Visibility	placard.	Image		 bi	pride	flag.	Image	source:	 mug	with	text:	visibility.	Image	source:	FB]	 	 	 website]	 	 	 source:	FB]			
I	Am	Visible	
	 The	I	Am	Visible	(IAV)	campaign	is	another	example	of	an	organized	response	to	the	perceived	erasure	of	bisexuals	in	mainstream	as	well	as	‘gaystream’	culture.	Launched	in	January	2011	by	Adrienne	McCue	(nee	Williams),	the	executive	director	of	the	Bi	Social	Network,	a	non-profit	organization	aimed	at	bringing	awareness	to	representations	of	bisexuality	in	media.	The	campaign	was	hosted	on	bisocialnetwork.com,	with	the	goal	to	“stop	biphobia	and	bi-erasure	in	our	community,	media,	news,	and	entertainment,”	Prior	to	going	live,	IAV	implemented	
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 a	six-month	lead-up	advertising	campaign	across	multiple	online	bisexual	forums,	making	it	the	most	publicized	new	venture	during	the	period	of	my	study.		
	[Image	22:	Screenshot	of	the	“I	Am	Visible”	website.	Image	source:	www.bisocial.org/visible]		 	IAV	borrowed	its	content	emphasis	directly	from	Dan	Savage’s	“It	Gets	Better”	web	campaign,	a	hugely	popular	series	of	user-generated	YouTube	videos	encouraging	young	LGBT	people	that	life	will	get	better	after	primary	and	secondary	school.	This	campaign	was	a	direct	response	to	a	string	of	child	and	teen	suicides	in	2010	among	young	boys	who	were	bullied	for	being	gay	or	just	being	perceived	as	gay.	In	that	vein,	IAV	hosted	user-generated	videos	and	posters	that	followed	the	vernacular	of	coming	out	and	provided	emotional	support	for	listeners	who	may	be	struggling	with	their	identity	in	a	world	largely	hostile	to	bisexuality.	However,	IAV’s	content	addressed	a	more	adult	audience	and	focused	on	the	struggle	and	detriments	of	invisibility,	not	necessarily	the	bullying	that	occurs	due	to	visibility.	
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 Perceived	invisibility	was	the	central	theme	of	IAV,	which	was	the	most	salient	theme	for	every	bisexual	group	I	studied	online.			
	[Image	23:	Alan	Cumming	“I	Am	Visible”	poster.	Image	source:	website]		 	IAV	was	also	not	linked	to	YouTube	and	therefore	functioned	differently	than	“It	Gets	Better”,	as	user-generated	videos	were	submitted	to	the	web	director	(McCue)	and	then	chosen	for	inclusion.	Perhaps	the	most	notable	video	and	still	image	series	to	come	out	of	IAV	were	those	including	Emmy	nominated	Scottish	actor	Alan	Cumming.	Cumming,	a	long-time	Broadway	thespian	and	acclaimed	film	actor,	openly	identifies	as	bisexual	and	has	criticized	‘gaystream’	outlets	on	more	than	one	occasion	for	intentionally	mislabeling	him	as	‘gay.’	As	such,	Alan	Cumming	is	one	of	the	most	prominently	celebrated	bisexual	celebrities	during	the	time	of	my	study.	Famous	for	his	role	as	the	androgynous	MC	in	Cabaret,	and	also	starring	in	blockbuster	films	such	as	Spy	Kids,	X-Men,	and	Kubrick’s	Eyes	Wide	Shut,	as	well	as	
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 popular	television	shows	such	as	The	L	Word	and	The	Good	Wife,	Cumming	is	without	doubt	a	prominent	celebrity.	While	there	are	numerous	famous	out	gays	and	lesbians	in	the	media	industry	who	have	lent	their	celebrity	status	to	endorse	LGBT	political	messages—such	as	Ellen	DeGeneres,	Elton	John,	and	Neil	Patrick	Harris	to	name	a	few—there	have	been	notably	fewer	celebrities	supporting	bisexual	specific	causes.	Therefore,	Cummings	involvement	with	IAV	was	significant	for	many	bisexuals.	His	star	status	was	perceived	as	contributing	legitimacy	to	bisexuality	and	increasing	cultural	visibility	for	bisexuals.			[Listserv]	I	quite	love	and	enjoy	BiSocial	Network	and	Alan	Cumming	is	my	favorite	queer	celeb	EVER!!!	Feeling	so	proud	to	have	such	a	star	on	our	side	of	visibility!!		[Blog]	Things	get	real	for	bisexuals	as	super	famous	dreamy	Alan	Cumming	shows	solidarity	for	Bi	Social	Network’s	amazing	“I	Am	Visible”	campaign!!!	Thanks	Alan!	With	friends	like	you	maybe	the	rest	of	the	world	will	finally	accept	us!		News	sources	also	picked	up	on	Cumming’s	involvement	with	the	campaign.	Between	2011-2014	published	articles	in	the	Advocate,	The	Guardian,	Huffington	
Post,	Pink	News	and	Daily	Mail	focused	on	his	bisexuality	and	also	mentioned	the	campaign	by	name.	IAV	was	taken	offline	by	McCue	in	January	2015.	She	cited	her	decision	to	take	down	the	site	at	this	time	due	to	needing	her	full	energy	to	focus	on	starting	a	new	non-profit	organization—the	AJW	Foundation—focused	on	assisting	individuals	with	mental	health	needs.	
Claiming	Celebrities	&	Icons	The	I	Am	Visible	campaign	is	only	one	of	many	examples	in	my	data	of	the	importance	celebrities	hold	for	participants.	The	significance	that	ordinary	people	
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 scholarship.	Benson	Fraser	and	William	Brown,	in	their	2002	qualitative	study	examining	celebrities	and	social	influence,	concluded	that	media	audiences	engage	in	a	process	of	identification	with	a	celebrity,	and	that	identification	leads	media	consumers	to	role	model	a	celebrity’s	perceived	values	and	behavior.	Their	results	indicated	“fans	develop	self-defining	relationships	with	celebrities	and	seek	to	adopt	their	perceived	attributes,	resulting	in	powerful	forms	of	personal	and	social	transformation”	(2002,	p.	200).		More	recently	Valérie	Gorin	and	Annik	Dubied	examined	the	relationship	between	the	portrayal	of	film	stars	and	social	values	in	a	large	content	analysis	study.	In	their	research,	one	conclusion	they	posit	is	that	“celebrities	appear	as	models	for	revealing	societal	issues;	they	reveal	our	current	concerns	(about	physical	problems,	careers,	relations),	while	at	the	same	time	acting	also	outside	their	original	area	of	performance	(for	example,	when	they	engage	in	politics	or	humanitarian	endeavor)”	(2011,	p.	612).	Both	of	these	studies	indicate	the	continued	significance	of	celebrities,	in	their	social	influence	on	individuals’	notions	of	desirable,	imitable	character	traits	as	well	as	their	function	in	reflecting	dominant	social	values.	But	as	Daniel	Brockington	advocates	in	his	review	of	the	history	of	the	study	of	celebrity	and	development:	We	actually	need	to	listen	to	what	exactly	different	groups	of	the	public	say	about	their	interactions	with	celebrity	and	development.	How	are	they	consuming	it,	what	are	they	thinking	about	it,	and	what	individual	journeys	does	it	lead	to?	This	sort	of	work	is	generally	absent	–	indeed	it	is	the	plague	of	celebrity	studies	that	few	people	talk	to	consumers	about	their	interactions	with	celebrity	literature…	The	meanings	audiences	perceive	in	celebrity	interactions	with	development,	and	how	they	act	upon	them,	are	yet	to	become	clear	(2011,	p.	40)		
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 Media	scholarship	focusing	on	the	role	of	celebrities	in	raising	awareness	of	particular	issues	or	political	campaigns	is	especially	useful	when	considering	the	importance	of	celebrities	in	mass	media	for	bisexuals.	Andrew	Cooper	and	Louise	Frachette’s	2008	book,	Celebrity	Diplomacy	addresses	the	positive	and	negative	implications	when	celebrities	attract	wide	media	attention,	significant	money,	and	increased	political	responsiveness	to	social	issues.	While	Cooper	and	Frachette	address	the	negative	aspects	of	celebrities	as	potentially	ill	equipped	political	diplomats,	they	also	point	out	that	“celebrities	provide	a	convenient	surrogate	for,	and	a	conduit	in	response	to,	the	traditional	bonds	that	hold	society	together,	performing	a	mobilizing,	interpreting	and	most	importantly	mediating	function	that	have	been	eroded	within	traditional	institutions”	(2007,	p.	16-17).		Bisexual	participants	in	my	study	were	very	keen	to	identify	the	advocacy	potential	celebrities	could	provide	through	their	mass	media	platforms.	Additionally,	participants	were	also	aware	of	the	potential	of	positive	modeling	celebrities	could	provide	not	only	for	ordinary	bisexuals,	but	as	an	influence	on	mainstream	society’s	views	of	bisexuality.	And	finally,	users	were	also	very	sensitive	to	the	ways	media	outlets	and	celebrities	themselves	labeled	their	sexual	relationships	and	activities.		In	2010	Anna	Paquin,	female	lead	in	the	then	popular	HBO	television	series	
True	Blood	stated	she	identified	as	bisexual	in	an	interview	with	People	Magazine.	Over	two	dozen	participants	in	bisexual	listervs	and	social	media	spaces	shared	links	to	the	original	interview	as	well	as	links	reporting	about	the	interview.		[Listserv]	OMG	-	bisexual	women	in	the	news!		let's	just	hope	it's	not	an	April	Fool's	Joke!		;-)	
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 	[Listserv]	For	anyone	who	hasn’t	heard	yet,	the	wonderful	Anna	Paquin	has	come	out	publically	as	bisexual!	Here’s	to	another	in	our	rungs!	Maybe	now	people	will	start	to	take	us	seriously	:-p		[Social	Media]	Check	BISEXUAL	Anna	Paquin!	WE	ARE	REAL	AND	WE	REALLY	EXIST!		[Blog]	Anna	Paquin	is	bisexual.	Check	out	the	full	link	below	and	my	comments	about	this	noteworthy	bisexual	news!		 In	April	2010	Paquin	participated	in	a	Hollywood-driven	campaign	called	“Give	a	Damn”	in	which	she	appeared	as	one	of	nine	Hollywood	stars	to	discuss	social	equality	and	acceptance	of	LGBT-identified	people	in	a	65-second	video.	In	the	video	each	celebrity	appears	on	screen	solo	with	a	brief	dialogue.	Paquin’s	dialogue	over	two	appearances	included	her	directly	stating:	“I’m	bisexual.”	Paquin’s	comments	and	continued	advocacy	for	bisexual	visibility	led	her	to	become	a	positive	celebrity	within	bisexual	spaces.	In	a	less	clearly	positive	role,	Cynthia	Nixon	was	also	a	key	celebrity	discussed	at	length	in	bisexual	spaces.	Famous	for	her	character	in	the	HBO	hit	television	series	Sex	in	the	City,	Nixon	was	featured	on	the	cover	of	the	Advocate’s	2010	“Pride	Issue”,	for	her	role	as	a	popular	LGBT	celebrity	due	to	her	relationship	with	then	girlfriend	Christine	Marinoni.	Nixon	was	quoted	in	the	interview	for	the	magazine:		I	identify	as	gay	as	a	political	stance.	If	anybody,	prior	to	my	meeting	and	falling	in	love	with	Christine,	had	asked	me	about	what	I	think	about	sexuality,	I	would	have	said	I	think	we're	all	bisexual.	But	I	had	that	point	of	view	without	ever	having	felt	attracted	to	a	woman.	I	had	never	met	a	woman	I	was	attracted	to	[before	Christine]	(2010).		
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 Nixon’s	comments	about	politically	identifying	as	‘gay’—and	not	as	bisexual,	even	though	she	suggests	perhaps	everyone	is	innately	bisexual—was	a	contentious	point	for	many	bisexuals.	Here	information	sharing	is	again	closely	linked	to	social	activism	and	inscribing	bisexuality,	but	the	frequency	of	which	links	are	shared	and	attention	is	brought	to	the	celebrity	news	is	of	interest.		[Listserv]	[Link	to	article]	Just	another	disappointing	example	of	bi-erasure.	She	had	a	lifetime	of	relationships	with	men.	Now	she	fell	in	love	with	a	woman.	That	openness	to	fall	in	love	with	a	woman	is	called	BISEXUAL.	Ugh.	So	irritated	when	people	who	could	finally	shed	a	light	on	the	bigger	picture	fail	to	do	so.		[Social	Media]	[Link	to	article]	Here’s	a	great	big	surprise.	Someone	spent	their	entire	life	being	attracted	to	men.	Not	denying	some	deep	down	inner	truth	about	themselves	but	actually	being	genuinely	attracted	to	and	in	love	with	men.	Now	she’s	attracted	to	and	in	love	with	a	woman.	Not	all	women	just	one	particular	woman.	Sound	bisexual	to	you?????	Yeah,	me	too.	But	apparently	she’s	“politically	gay”	now.	Can	you	still	possibly	wonder	why	bisexuals	are	upset???		In	a	later	interview	with	the	New	York	Times,	Nixon	stirred	a	lot	of	controversy	when	she	stated	that	she	considered	being	gay	a	choice.	That	statement	created	a	considerable	amount	of	backlash	from	LGBT	communities,	and	in	a	follow-up	interview	with	the	Daily	Beast,	she	said,	“I	don’t	pull	out	the	“bisexual”	word	because	nobody	likes	the	bisexuals.	Everybody	likes	to	dump	on	the	bisexuals….	I	just	don’t	like	to	pull	out	that	word.”	The	response	in	bisexual	spaces	were	numerous,	generating	over	40	posts	in	various	listserves	and	innumerous	posts	in	social	media.		The	following	blog	article,	which	was	circulated	across	many	different	bisexual	spaces	online—including	listservs,	social	media	sites,	and	linked	to	on	other	blogs—reflects	the	general	sentiment	of	disappointment	articulated	in	bisexual	spaces	at	the	time:	
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 [Blog]	[Titled:	“VISI(BI)LITY:	CYNTHIA	NIXON	AND	THE	POLITICS	OF	LABELS]	We	get	where	Nixon	is	coming	from—we	should	be	treated	equally	regardless	of	whether	our	sexual	orientation	is	a	choice	or	hard-wired—but	why	dump	on	bi	folks?	How	about	using	that	spotlight	to	stick	up	for	your	AC/DC	brethren	and	sisteren?	(Is	that	a	word?	It	is	now.)		
Claiming	Icons	As	demonstrated,	celebrities	play	an	important	role	in	bisexual	spaces	towards	increasing	bisexual	visibility	and	legitimacy	in	mainstream	culture.	In	addition	to	current	celebrities,	historical	figures	are	also	important	to	many	members.	The	convention	of	claiming	historical	figures	as	members	of	a	current	identity	group	is	not	new	and	bisexuals	are	not	the	first	to	engage	in	these	practices.	For	instance,	in	1994,	Rodney	Wilson,	a	Missouri	high	school	teacher,	effectively	started	“LGBT	History	Month”,	currently	observed	in	the	United	States,	Canada,	and	United	Kingdom.	Modeled	after	the	nationally	instituted	“Black	History	Month”—which	focuses	on	acknowledging	and	remembering	the	important	people	and	events	in	the	history	of	the	African	diaspora—LGBT	History	Month	similarly	“celebrates	the	achievements	of	31	lesbian,	gay,	bisexual	or	transgender	icons.”	These	icons,	while	sometimes	contemporary,	are	also	frequently	historical	figures.	Icons	for	LGBT	History	Month	are	selected	based	on	the	following	criteria:	The	31	LGBT	Icons,	living	or	dead,	are	selected	for	their	achievements	in	their	field	of	endeavor;	for	their	status	as	a	national	hero;	or	for	their	significant	contribution	to	LGBT	civil	rights.	Equality	Forum	solicits	nominations	from	regional,	state,	national	and	international	organizations,	activists,	and	the	public.		However,	given	the	history	of	identity	politics	(see	Chapter	2)	paired	with	the	persecution	and	discrimination	of	homosexuals	and	‘perverts’	in	Western	history,	many	individuals	were	not	publically	out	and	did	not	make	any	direct	political	or	
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 personal	identity	claims.	For	instance,	while	it	is	widely	held	that	Jane	Addams	was	a	lesbian	based	on	her	documented	relationship	with	Mary	Rozet	Smith,	Addams	was	never	once	quoted	or	published	as	saying	she	identified	as	a	lesbian.	And	why	would	she?	The	term	lesbian	as	a	sexual	orientation	identity	is	a	20th	century	construct	that	does	not	come	into	common	parlance	until	the	1960s	(see	Chapter	2.)	Therefore,	claiming	historical	figures	as	LGBT	icons	often	requires	suppositions	based	on	their	known	relationships	and/or	the	meaning	of	their	life’s	work.		Within	this	framework,	the	claiming	of	bisexual	icons	is	no	different	and	is	equally	riddled	with	questions	of	validity.	The	Equality	Forum,	an	international	LGBT	civil	rights	organization	who	manages	the	LGBT	History	Month	website,	categorizes	Else	de	Wolfe,	a	renown	interior	designer	of	the	1920s,	as	a	lesbian.	Her	online	biography	on	lgbthistorymonth.com	states:		In	1926	at	the	age	of	61,	de	Wolfe	surprised	many	when	she	married	Sir	Charles	Mendl,	a	British	diplomat	in	Paris.	Since	1892	de	Wolfe	had	been	living	openly	in	a	lesbian	relationship	with	Elisabeth	Marbury—a	successful	theatrical	and	literary	agent,	who	became	one	of	the	first	female	Broadway	producers.	The	women	remained	together	until	Marbury’s	death	in	1933.		Is	it	justified	to	classify	de	Wolfe	as	a	lesbian?	Is	it	any	more	justified	to	classify	her	as	a	bisexual?	In	either	case,	speculation	is	being	made	about	her	identity	–	an	identity	that	is	being	claimed	for	the	purposes	of	creating	a	LGBT	history.		In	this	same	vein,	bisexuals	also	claim—or	sometimes,	as	in	the	case	of	de	Wolfe,	reclaim—historical	figures	as	icons	of	bisexuality.	Marjorie	Garber	engages	in	this	practice	in	her	2000	book	Bisexuality	and	the	Eroticism	of	Everyday	Life	but	her	book	was	not	widely	discussed	during	my	study.	
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	 	 	[Image	24:	Frida	Khalo	with	banner		 	 [Image	25:	Freddie	Mercury	with	banner	“#oneofus”	imposed	over	her	eyes.		 	 “#oneofus”	imposed	over	his	eyes.	Image	source:	public	FB	page]	 	 	 Image	source:	public	FB	page]			 The	most	significant	example	of	this	practice	was	the	article	“Famous	Bisexuals	in	History”	written	by	Sheela	Lambert	and	published	first	on	examiner.com	in	2010.	This	article	included	over	350	individuals,	whose	inclusion	was	based	on	“those	who	have	‘come	out,’	those	whose	history	of	relationships	includes	people	of	more	than	one	gender,	and	those	who	have	publicly	expressed	attractions	that	straddle	the	fence”	(Lambert,	2010).	This	article	was	circulated	across	all	the	listserves	included	in	my	study,	posted	in	all	the	social	media	platforms,	and	referenced	twice	in	two	separate	f2f	events.	Before	the	end	of	this	study	the	article	was	reprinted	in	the	online	news	channel	of	the	Huffington	Post.	The	popularity	of	this	article	demonstrates	participants’	investment	in	the	claiming	of	historical	icons.	Comments	and	posts	associated	with	the	links	to	these	articles	included:		[Listserv]	Bisexuality	has	always	been	around.	What	a	shame	people	keep	trying	to	deny	our	existence.	
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 	[Listserv]	Bisexuals	have	always	been	around	and	always	been	a	part	of	every	society	in	history!	Spread	the	word	and	help	fight	bierasure!		[Social	Media]	Still	denying	that	bisexuality	exists?	Take	a	look	at	this!	We’ve	been	around	from	the	beginning.	And	we’re	not	going	away.	Phase?	my	arse!		[Convention]	If	you	haven’t	read	Sheela’s	article	in	the	Examiner	you	should	really	check	it	out	and	spread	the	good	word.		
Everyday	Activism	and	Resistance		Some	forms	of	activism	are	clearly	activism.	History	and	culture	have	repeatedly	informed	us	that	activities	such	as	protest	marches,	hunger	strikes,	and	sit-ins	are	forms	of	resistance	and	activism.	The	concept	of	activism	has	come	to	be	intimately	connected	with	the	idea	of	struggle,	pain,	and	often,	physical	and	mental	suffering.	In	Image	15,	a	user	created	an	artistic	image	of	himself	with	a	bi	pride	flag	wrapped	around	his	shoulders.	The	central	figure	and	background	of	the	image	are	monochrome.	The	scene	is	deserted	landscape	with	sandy	ground	and	single	bush	in	the	distance.	The	figure	is	leaning	against	a	metal	pole.	The	sky	in	the	image	has	been	manipulated	to	appear	dark,	with	streaks	of	light	breaking	through.	The	image	appears	somber.	The	bi	pride	flag	across	the	figure’s	shoulders	is	shown	in	color,	drawing	attention	to	significance	of	the	colors	of	the	flag.	Large	black	text	in	the	upper	right	corner	of	the	image	reads	“killing	Sochi”	and	smaller	pink	text	below	it	reads:	“Russian	Homocaust.”	The	text	accompanying	the	post	of	this	image	on	a	public	FB	page	reads:	“A	Photographic	memoriam	remembering	the	gay,	assumed	gay,	even	bisexual	who	were	murdered	in	Russia.	Thank	you	[name	redacted],	founder	of	the	campaign	for	allowing	me	to	bring	my	Bisexual	flag.	#stillbisexual	#armyofbisexuals”.	
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	[Image	26:	Man	wearing	bi	pride	flag	in	monochrome	photo	with	flag	shown	in	color.	Monochrome	text	“killing	Sochi”	with	“Russian	Homocaust”	in	pink	font.	Image	source:	public	FB	page]		This	focus	on	pain	and	anguish	activism	does	not	invalidate	forms	of	activism	that	are	conducted	without	these	elements.	The	work	to	reject	the	dominant	scripts,	the	watchdogs,	the	claiming	of	icons,	bisexuality	day,	and	many	individual	stances	are	forms	of	resistance	to	the	hegemonic	dominant	read.	Therefore,	wearing	a	pin	with	a	bisexual	symbol	on	it	could	be	an	act	of	resistance	and	it	most	certainly	is	a	form	of	everyday	activism.	This	is	the	theme	that	will	be	expanded	in	the	following	chapter.		
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Chapter	6:	Visibility			
“I	tend	to	value	the	romantic	and	spiritual	connection	that	I	have	with	someone	over	
the	body	parts	they	posses.	I	believe	this	is	what	makes	me	truly	bisexual.	If	I	like	you	I	
don’t	care	what	is	in	your	pants,	I	will	work	with	whatever	is	there.	However,	a	
counselor	at	my	local	LGBT	community	center	has	diagnosed	me	as	straight	after	
asking	me	a	bunch	of	questions	about	my	likes/dislikes.	~participant	quote	 			
Contextualizing	(in)Visibility		In	analyzing	this	robust	collection	of	data,	I	paid	close	attention	to	recurring	themes.	These	recurring	themes	include	participants’	desire	to	be	recognized	by	others	as	bisexual	(bi-visibility);	participants’	negative	experiences	of	not	being	recognized	as	bisexual	or	being	misidentified	by	others	(bi-invisibility);	participants’	desire	to	connect	with	others	who	identify	as	bisexual	(bi-community);	and	participants’	experiences	of	having	their	sexuality	denied	or	derided	(bi-erasure).	The	data	in	this	study	demonstrates	the	ways	in	which	instances	of	invisibility	and	erasure	are	negative	experiences	among	bisexuals.	The	personal	work	of	inscribing	as	well	as	group	efforts	to	become	visible	are	clear	indications	of	users	attempts	to	counteract	invisibility	and	erasure.	However,	the	efforts	to	make	oneself	visible	as	a	bisexual	are	more	than	academic	exercises	in	being	correctly	labeled.	It	is	clear	to	bisexual	groups	that	visibility—and	being	correctly	identified—is	about	social	justice.	In	Visible	Identities:	Race,	Gender,	and	the	Self,	Linda	Alcoff	writes:		
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 In	our	excessively	materialistic	society,	only	what	is	visible	can	generally	achieve	the	status	of	accepted	truth.	What	I	can	see	for	myself	is	real;	all	else	that	vies	for	the	status	of	the	real	must	be	inferred	from	that	which	can	be	seen.	(2005,	p.	6)		To	be	made	invisible	is	more	than	not	to	be	seen.	That	which	is	invisible	can	only	be	defined	by	what	it	is	not.	The	invisible	do	not	even	have	the	power	of	their	own	language	and	signs;	consequently,	to	be	erased	is	to	be	denied	the	ability	to	communicate	and	participate	in	political	circles.		
The	Impact	of	Bi-Invisibility	While	the	implications	of	bi-erasure	are	about	the	denial	of	access	and	representation	to	political	and	economic	power	as	a	group,	the	implications	of	bi-invisibility	are	experienced	on	a	more	personal	level.	However,	assessed	collectively,	the	health	effects	of	bi-invisibility	are	significant,	even	accounting	for	the	difficulties	in	data	collection	(see	discussion	in	Chapter	2.)	In	the	2014	inaugural	edition	of	the	journal	LGBT	Health,	Nils	Daulaire,	Assistant	Secretary	for	Global	Affairs,	U.S.	Department	of	Health	and	Human	Services,	writes:	For	many	reasons,	including	cultural	stigma,	fear,	and	the	simple	fact	that	sexual	orientation	or	gender	identity	is	not	requested	on	most	population	surveys,	it	is	hard	to	estimate	the	exact	number	of	LGBT	people	on	a	global	scale.	But	we	do	know	that	barriers	to	health	care	exist,	which	is	the	sad	reality	in	virtually	every	country	around	the	world.	Often	associated	with	such	barriers,	LGBT	persons	experience	worse	health	outcomes	than	the	general	population.	(2014,	p.	8)		These	large	scale	studies	dealing	with	bisexual	health	and	the	impacts	of	bi-invisibility	have	shown	that	the	group	suffers	from	a	wide	range	of	issues	stemming	from—or	made	worse	by—invisibility.		A	2010	study	aimed	at	comparing	health	related	quality	of	life	disparities	between	bisexual	women	and	lesbians	found	that	bi-women	had	significantly	lower	
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 education	and	income	levels,	and	were	less	likely	to	have	health	insurance.	The	same	study	found	that	bisexual	women	smoked	and	drank	more,	and	had	significantly	worse	general	physical	as	well	as	mental	health	(Fredriksen-Goldsen	et	al,	2010).	Additional	studies	have	shown	that	bisexuals	report	greater	health	disparities	and	have	higher	risks	of	depression	and	anxiety	than	the	wider	population.	Compared	with	homosexuals	and	heterosexuals,	hypertension,	poor	or	fair	physical	health,	smoking,	and	risky	drinking	is	more	prevalent	in	the	bisexual	community.	Bisexuals	are	also	at	higher	risk	for	domestic	abuse.	Research	has	shown	that	bisexual	women	who	are	partnered	with	monosexual	companions	face	an	increased	rate	of	domestic	abuse	than	other	women	(Miller	et	al,	2007;	Brennan	et	al	2010;	Steele	et	al,	2009).	The	LGBT	Advisory	Committee	of	the	San	Francisco	Human	Rights	Commission	published	its	report	“Bisexual	Invisibility:	Impacts	and	Recommendations”	in	2011.	The	Advisory	Committee	report	summarized	the	state	of	mental	health	among	bisexuals,	stating	that	“alarmingly,	bisexuals	are	also	far	more	likely	to	feel	suicidal	than	their	heterosexual,	gay,	and	lesbian	counterparts”	(p.	12).	Overall,	research	demonstrates	that	bisexuals	are	heavily	overrepresented	in	the	areas	of	poor	mental	and	physical	health,	but	their	needs	are	poorly	addressed	when	it	comes	to	healthcare	information.	The	LGBT	Advisory	Committee	points	out	that	the	lack	of	informational	resources	and	subpar	institutional	support	are	“mutually	reinforcing,	as	groups	that	could	bring	more	focus	to	bi	issues	will	have	a	hard	time	succeeding	if	they	aren’t	recognized	enough	to	receive	support”	(p.	28).	
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 The	general	lack	of	bisexual	visibility,	together	with	the	risk	of	discrimination	when	coming	out	due	to	the	group’s	largely	unfavorable	social	standing,	frequently	compounds	these	negative	spirals	caused	by	invisibility.	The	question	of	invisibility	is	one	of	social	and	political	recognition.	Once	a	group	or	an	individual	is	acknowledged	by	society,	then	society	must	act	accordingly,	or	convincingly	explain	why	it	will	not	do	so.	Therefore,	all	the	acts	of	inscribing	bisexuality	described	in	this	work	can	be	seen	as	concerted	efforts	to	achieve	social	and	political	recognition	for	bisexuals,	both	as	individuals	and	also,	importantly,	as	a	group.		
Bi-Erasure	A	significant	barrier	to	group	and	individual	recognition	is	when	an	individual’s	bisexuality	is	flat	out	denied	by	others,	or	when	a	bisexual’s	identity	causes	the	denial	of	a	right	or	results	in	an	act	of	prejudice	or	discrimination.		[Listserv]	I	tend	to	value	the	romantic	and	spiritual	connection	that	I	have	with	someone	over	the	body	parts	they	possess.	I	believe	this	is	what	makes	me	truly	bisexual.	If	I	like	you	I	don’t	care	what	is	in	your	pants.	I	will	work	with	whatever	is	there.	However,	I	went	to	local	GLBT	community	center	to	get	a	referral	for	a	queer-friendly	therapist.	The	intake	counselor	at	the	center	diagnosed	me	as	straight	after	asking	me	a	bunch	of	questions	about	my	likes/dislikes.			Bi-erasure	is	the	denial	of	identity,	loss	of	rights,	or	experience	of	prejudice	or	discrimination.	What	makes	bi-erasure	more	than	just	the	collective	of	bi-invisibility	is	that	the	denial	of	the	group	identity	has	the	widespread	effect	of	barring	bisexuals	as	a	modern	socio-political	sexual	identity	group	from	participating	as	a	legitimate	member	in	the	social	and	political	arena.		[Blog	Commenter]	I	think	most	people	are	bisexually	oriented.	But	I	think	many	women	use	bisexuality	to	appeal	to	the	sleazy	straight	guy	fantasy	
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 rather	than	to	enhance	the	cause	of	GLBT	rights.	Women	tend	to	do	this	in	the	overall	sense	of	their	sexuality,	from	wearing	more	revealing	clothing	than	men	to	claiming	to	be	interested	in	sexual	activity	when	all	they	really	want	is	the	number	on	the	man’s	MasterCard.	This	is	why	I	think	that	the	bisexuality	movement	must	be	led	by	men,	not	women.	Women	harm	this	movement.		Recognition	of	the	group	does	not	by	necessity	entail	political	and	social	access.	There	are	several	groups	that	have	been	acknowledged	as	groups	but	denied	voice	in	the	political	and	social	processes.	However,	recognition	creates	an	obligation	to	either	allow	political	or	social	participation,	or	to	make	explicit	why	such	participation	is	denied.	As	one	particularly	inflamed	commenter	wrote	in	the	comments	section	for	the	Queerty	blog	post,	“Do	You	Hate	Bisexuals	Like	True	Blood’s	Anna	Paquin?”	(Villarreal,	2011).	[Blog	Commenter]	Bisexuals	are	a	literary	device,	invented	by	television	writers	to	attract	more	viewers,	and	used	by	bloggers	to	show	their	acceptance	of	all	kinds.		It	is	only	when	the	arguments	that	deny	participation	are	put	forward	that	they	may	be	countered	and	protested.	The	recognition	of	the	group	or	cause	is	the	first	step	in	any	social	activism.			In	2009	the	San	Francisco	Gay	Softball	League	made	it	the	North	American	Gay	Amateur	Athletic	Alliance	(NAGAAA)	“World	Series.”	The	San	Francisco	team	was	doing	well	and	advancing	in	the	World	Series	when	another	team	lodged	a	formal	complaint	about	the	San	Francisco	team’s	eligibility	to	play.	The	NAGAAA	has	among	its	bylaws	a	tournament	rule	that	each	team	can	have	no	more	than	two	straight	players.	Immediately	after	the	final	championship	game,	five	players	from	the	San	Francisco	team	were	summoned	to	a	conference	room	for	a	protest	hearing.	Each	player	was	forced	to	answer	intrusive	questions	about	his	sexual	orientation	
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 and	his	private	life	in	front	of	a	room	of	over	25	people,	most	of	whom	the	players	did	not	know.	The	players	were	required	to	answer	whether	they	were	“predominantly	attracted	to	men”	or	“predominantly	attracted	to	women,”	without	the	option	of	answering	that	they	were	attracted	to	both.	NAGAAA’s	committee	refused	to	entertain	the	idea	that	the	players	could	be	bisexual.	In	response	to	a	player’s	statement	that	he	was	attracted	to	both	men	and	women,	a	NAGAAA	member	responded,	“This	is	the	Gay	World	Series,	not	the	Bisexual	World	Series”	(Bishop,	2011).			After	each	player	was	interrogated,	a	panel	voted	on	whether	the	player	was	“gay”	or	“non-gay”	–	a	term	that	does	not	appear	in	NAGAAA’s	governance	language.	The	committee	ultimately	voted	that	three	players	were	heterosexual	and	their	team	was	disqualified.	Subsequent	to	this	event,	a	lawsuit	was	brought	against	the	NAGAAA	(Apilado	et	al	v.	North	American	Gay	Amateur	Athletic	Alliance),	after	which	the	NAGAAA	formally	changed	their	rules	to	be	inclusive	of	all	bisexual	and	transgender	players.		Examples	such	as	these	illustrate	both	erasure	and	invisibility.	An	event	in	which	players	were	placed	in	an	interrogative	situation	and	forced	to	present	intimate	details	of	their	private	lives	in	order	to	be	judged	in	relation	to	their	perceived	monosexuality	must	be	seen	as	a	stressful.	The	ruling	that	the	players	were	not	gay	enough	to	play	in	the	league	must	be	seen	as	a	clear	form	of	judgment	where	benefits	are	given	or	taken	away	in	relation	to	the	perceived	sexual	orientation	of	the	individual.			
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 Bi-erasure	refers	to	the	instances	when	bisexuals	are	denied	their	identity	as	
a	group.	As	this	work	has	shown,	watchdogs	attempt	to	argue	for	the	right	to	be	identified	as	bisexuals	and	therefore	be	recognized	as	a	group.	Bi-invisibility	refers	to	the	instances	when	bisexuals	are	denied	their	identity	as	an	individual.	This	work	has	shown	that	individuals	inscribe	their	identity	in	online	environments	through	images,	symbols,	and	words.	Both	these	cases—bi-erasure	and	bi-invisibility—are	instances	of	social	and	political	repudiation	where	the	larger	social	group	repudiates	the	identity	of	the	group	or	individual.	When	an	identity	is	repudiated	it	is	marginalized	and	not	seen	as	valid.	Through	the	process	of	recognition,	the	rights	and	needs	of	groups	and	individuals	are	recognized	and	this	is	where	social,	political	and	eventually	legal	obligations	begin	to	take	form.		This	process	was	explained	in	the	work	of	Foucault	in	his	work	on	sexuality	(1978)	where	he	demonstrated	that	an	unintended	consequence	of	identifying	homosexuality	as	a	pathological	sexuality	was	that	a	group	identity	was	formed.	Through	the	denial	of	sexuality,	the	identity	was	given	voice.	Much	work	remained	in	order	to	be	given	political	and	social	rights,	but	without	the	ability	to	identify	the	group	no	rights	could	follow.			
The	Impact	of	Bi-Erasure	The	LGBT	Advisory	Committee’s	report	“Bisexual	Invisibility:	Impacts	and	Recommendations”	(2010)	reaffirm	that	several	studies	have	shown	that	self-identified	bisexuals	make	up	the	largest	single	population	within	the	LGBTQ	community	in	the	United	States.	Yes,	despite	being	the	largest	group,	they	are	often	
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 subjected	to	biphobia	and	bi-invisibility	both	from	members	of	the	LGBTQ	and	heterosexual	communities.	In	a	major	study	on	biphobia	among	heterosexual	undergraduate	students,	Michele	Eliason	(1997)	finds	that	straight	identified	students	have	relative	high	levels	of	biphobia,	and	these	results	were	particularly	true	in	relation	to	bisexual	men.	The	project	posited	that	the	cause	of	biphobia	was	based	in	a	lack	of	information	about	sexuality	and	orientation	as	well	as	dominant	social	taboos	regarding	sex.	Respondents	stated	they	were	43%	uncomfortable	around	bisexuals,	44%	uncomfortable	around	lesbians,	and,	interestingly,	35%	uncomfortable	around	gay	men	(p.	318).	The	reasons	study	participants	provided	for	their	level	of	discomfort	were	similar	for	all	three	sexual	identities.	Reasons	included	lack	of	exposure	to	people	in	these	groups,	lack	of	knowledge	about	sexual	identities,	disapproval	of	same-sex	relationships,	and	feeling	threatened	(p.	318).	One	student	specifically	commented	on	bisexuals:	"I	feel	they	are	the	people	who	spread	AIDS.	I	think	they	should	be	either	heterosexual	or	homosexual."	(p.	318)	The	hegemonic	nature	of	the	sexual	binary	has	led	to	bi-erasure	and	invisibility	from	both	heterosexual	and	homosexual	groups.	Yoshino	(2000)	studied	the	stabilizing	effects	of	sexual	orientation	to	argue	three	motivations	as	to	why	this	occurs:	First,	the	creation	of	stable	an	clear	sexual	orientations	reduces	anxieties	when	sexual	orientation	is	questioned	through	the	simplistic	either/or	categorization.	Second,	both	hetero-	and	homosexuals	are	monosexual	and	are	biased	towards	it	–	the	notion	of	monosexuality	is	threatened	by	the	existence	of	bisexuals	who	demand	that	they	be	recognized	as	a	legitimate	group.	Finally,	the	
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 dominance	and	social	importance	of	monogamy	and	pair	bonding	in	western	culture	is	unable	to	easily	cope	with	a	concept	which	is	seen	as	being	non-monogamous.	(Yoshino,	2000).		Greenesmith	(2010)	forcefully	argues	that	bi-erasure	may	be	seen	as	a	legal	default	as	bisexuality	is	invisible	in	the	law.	This	is	due	to	the	fact	that	bisexuality	is	legally	irrelevant	with	plaintiffs	presumed	to	be	monosexual	unless	outed.	More	dangerously,	when	the	bisexuality	is	legally	relevant,	legal	culture	often	ignores	it	since	it	would	complicate	legal	arguments	built	on	the	default	of	the	binary	of	monosexuality.		As	our	socio-political	and	legal	system	is	built	on	the	heterosexual	monogamous	default,	which	has	grudgingly	come	to	accept	and	include	the	homosexual	partnership,	any	attempts	to	move	beyond	the	default	require	a	great	deal	of	political	effort	and	will.	As	a	group,	bisexuals	are	threatening	because	they	do	not	fit	into	the	established	categories,	they	are	imagined	to	threaten	the	monogamous	system,	and	superficially	their	legal	needs	can	be	met	within	the	existing	system.		It	is	easy	to	overlook	the	complexities	of	bi-erasure	and	invisibility	in	an	age	that	has	come	to	be	more	legally	and	socially	accepting	of	gay	rights.	The	needs	of	bisexuals	as	a	group	and	as	individuals	are	overlooked	since	their	“needs”	are	assumed	to	be	superficially	taken	care	of	in	a	heterosexual	society	that	accepts	gayness.	The	bisexual	individual	can	form	a	relationship	with	presumably	either	a	gay	or	a	straight	partner	and	therefore	all	social	and	economic	rights	are	assumed	to	be	fulfilled	the	same	way	as	any	other	person.	The	myriad	assumptions	embedded	in	these	scenarios	are	clearly	problematic.	The	bisexual’s	recognition—and	rights—
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 are	not	granted	to	the	individual	because	of	the	nature	of	their	identity	but	rather	their	needs	are	incidentally	met	since	their	superficial	patterns	of	behavior	mirror	other	groups	in	society.	The	ridiculousness	of	this	situation	is	easily	countered,	as	the	individual	should	be	granted	rights	without	needing	to	superficially	align	herself	with	a	group	to	which	she	does	not	identify.		The	lack	of	recognition	for	bisexuals	does	not	only	occur	in	the	realms	of	politics	and	society.	Within	research	on	sexuality	since	the	19th	century	through	to	the	Kinsey	“continuum”,	researchers	have	been	continually	denying	the	group’s	validity	as	a	unit.	Bisexual	behavior	was	explained	as	either	sexual	experimentation,	having	no	access	to	opposite	sex	partners,	or	as	homosexuals	afraid	of	being	stigmatized.	As	recently	as	2005	another	controversial	study	was	published	arguing	that	bisexuality	did	not	exist	(Rieger,	G.	et	al,	2005).	This	study,	conducted	by	a	doctoral	student	focusing	solely	on	male	erectile	stimulus	to	images,	resurged	an	interest	in	the	question	of	bisexual	validity.	Despite	significant	flaws	in	research	design	and	analysis,	the	legitimization	granted	by	the	scientific	publication	process	resulted	in	a	serious	repudiation	of	the	group	as	a	whole	and	a	significant	act	of	erasure.	The	research	was	further	given	affirmative	media	exposure,	underscoring	the	stark	lack	of	legitimacy	bisexuals—as	individuals	and	as	a	group—are	granted	in	mainstream	society.	The	New	York	Times	ran	a	follow-up	article	with	the	headline	“Straight,	Gay	or	Lying?	Bisexuality	Revisited”	(Carey,	2005).	The	doctoral	research	and	subsequent	media	coverage	emphasizes	the	position	that	not	only	doesn't	bisexuality	exist,	but	the	people	who	claim	to	be	bisexuals	are	probably	lying	or	delusional.		
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 [Blog	Commenter]	I	know	this	might	sound	harsh	but	you	can’t	trust	women	to	lead	a	bisexuality	movement.	Inevitably,	they	slide	into	appeasing	sleazy	straight	guys	who	have	a	fetish	for	girl-girl	action.	These	women	then	become	recruiting	agents	for	their	grubby	boyfriends,	recruiting	other	women	for	threesomes.	Often,	and	I’ve	seen	this	happen,	they	mislead	lesbians	into	thinking	they’re	interested	in	having	a	relationship	with	them	when	all	they	really	want	is	to	“bring	home	the	girl”	for	the	perverted	boyfriend.				 The	president	of	the	Bisexual	Resource	Center	in	Boston,	Ellyn	Ruthstrom,	reacted	to	the	article	(quoted	in	Denizet-Lewis,	2014):		It	was	this	terrible	moment	where	we	all	wondered,	Do	we	really	have	to	keep	debating	whether	bisexuality	exists?	It	fed	into	so	many	of	the	stereotypes	that	people	believe	about	bisexuality	—	that	bisexual	people	are	lying	to	ourselves	or	to	others,	that	we’re	confused,	that	we	can’t	be	trusted.			In	order	to	combat	bi-erasure,	September	23	has	been	celebrated	as	bi	visibility	day	since	1999	(see	Chapter	5	for	more	detail.)	On	September	23,	2014,	the	National	LGBTQ	Task	Force,	a	social	justice	advocacy	non-profit	geared	at	organizing	the	grassroots	power	of	the	lesbian,	gay,	bisexual,	transgender,	and	queer	(LGBTQ)	community,	published	a	blog	post	on	their	site	with	the	title	“Bye	Bye	Bi,	Hello	Queer.”		While	the	post	was	a	personal	perspective	of	the	author’s	view	of	the	limits	of	the	word	bisexuality,	it	was	also	an	argument	for	the	removal	of	the	B	in	the	LGBTQ:		[Blog]	Bisexuality	has	embedded	in	it	the	bi	of	binary	and	essentially,	as	a	person	who	loves	and	respects	genderqueer	people	and	other	people	living	outside	the	gender	binary,	I	can’t	abide	claiming	an	identity	that	erases	others.	It’s	implied	that	bisexuals	love	both,	love	all,	but	the	term	is	insufficient,	not	clear	enough.	And	I	want	to	be	immaculate	with	my	words.		This	text	is	a	remarkable	example	of	bi-erasure	as	it	stems	from	an	organization	claiming	to	be	for	the	rights	of	LGBTQ	groups,	explicitly	including	bisexuals.	Advocating	for	the	use	of	the	more	“inclusive”	term	queer	over	the	more	
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 precise	term	bisexual	is	an	implicit	condemnation	of	the	terminology	used	and	the	right	of	the	group	to	express	their	identity.	Faced	with	criticism	(from	bi	watchdogs	partaking	in	everyday	activism)	the	National	LGBTQ	Task	Force	removed	the	post	and	published	a	response	entitled	“Apology	to	Bisexual	Community”	(National	LGBTQ	Task	Force,	2014):		In	raising	multiple	personal	perspectives	during	Bisexual	Awareness	Week,	we	published	many	items	—	one	which	was	a	blog	called	“Bye	Bye	Bi,	Hello	Queer.”	It	was	one	of	the	blogs	published	on	Bisexual	Awareness	Day.	Having	listened	to	a	wide	array	of	feedback	on	the	timing	and	content,	we	recognize	that	this	blog	offended	people.	For	this	we	sincerely	apologize.	It	has	been	removed.	Our	commitment	as	we	move	forward	with	our	partners	in	the	bisexual	community	is	to	continue	to	raise	awareness	of	the	realities	and	history	of	the	bisexual	community	and	bisexual	people’s	lives.		Bisexual	communities	face	bi-erasure	and	bisexual	individuals	face	bi-invisibility	on	a	broad	scale.	However,	it	is	both	peculiarly	poignant	and	damaging	when	the	political	and	social	erasure	comes	from	established	social	activist	groups	who	nominally	are	supposed	to	be	striving	to	improve	the	rights	of	all	LGBTQ.	
Imagined	Bi	Communities	The	concept	of	community—though	used	frequently	within	bi	spaces	and	invoked	more	than	once	in	this	work—is	problematic,	as	bisexuals	do	not	comprise	a	homogenous	group.	Individual	bisexuals	involved	in	bisexual	spaces	conceive	of	themselves	in	relation	to	one	another	by	classifying	their	relationships	as	a	“community”	–	much	the	same	way	American	media	and	politics	classify	“the	gay	community”;	nevertheless,	there	is	not	one	community	that	encompasses	all	the	diverse	people	and	needs	of	those	who	identify	as	gay,	but	community	rather	becomes	a	term	used	to	categorize	a	group	of	people.	Indeed,	the	most	commonly	held	conception	about	community	is	the	notion	of	something	in	common,	something	
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 shared.	As	such,	community	often	signifies	a	shared	geography,	shared	attributes,	or	shared	interests	or	goals.	The	largest	organizations	with	online	presence	dedicated	to	bisexuals	are	BiNet	USA,	a	national	organization	based	in	the	United	States,	and	BiCon	Continuity,	a	national	organization	based	in	the	United	Kingdom.	Their	online	presence,	together	with	online	spaces	created	by	others	could	be	referred	to	as	online	communities	in	accordance	with	the	large	research	in	the	study	of	online	groups	(Jones,	1998;	Smith	&	Kollock,	1999;	Shumar	&	Renninger,	2002a).	Therefore,	it	could	be	argued	that	bisexuals	share	common	interests	and	goals.	Some	bisexuals	may	even	experience	a	sense	of	community	in	online	spaces	or	at	social	gatherings.	But	the	term	community	is	often	misapplied,	commonly	used	as	a	shorthand	for	talking	about	groups	of	individuals	and,	more	problematically,	about	groups	of	‘others’	to	which	one	does	not	belong.	Benedict	Anderson,	in	his	seminal	work	“Imagined	Communities	(1983),	expands	on	the	differences	between	the	imagined	and	physical	community.	This	virtual	community	exists	when	communal	bonds	are	experienced	without	the	support	of	geographical	proximity.	The	virtual	or	imagined	community	exists	despite	these	geographical	limitations	and	is	built	on	interactions	between	members	through	technology.	Anderson	argues	that	the	community	of	the	nation	state	is	a	socially	constructed	community,	and	created	as	such	by	the	people	who	imagine	themselves	to	be	part	of	the	community.	For	this	reason,	it	is	important	to	discuss	what	communities	are	and	their	implication	on	how	we	conceive	of	groups	of	people.	
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 Anthony	Cohen,	in	his	book	“The	Symbolic	Construction	of	Community”	(1985),	discusses	the	difficulty	social	scientists	in	both	anthropology	and	sociology	have	in	codifying	a	definition	of	community.	In	his	own	work,	Cohen	doesn’t	offer	a	definition	but	rather	proposes	to	follow	a	Wittgenstein	approach	by	examining	the	use	of	community.	Fundamental	to	the	application	of	community	is	the	way	it	is	used	to	distinguish	groups,	as	Cohen	notes:	Community	thus	seems	to	imply	simultaneously	both	similarity	and	difference.	The	word	thus	expresses	a	relational	idea:	the	opposition	of	one	community	to	others,	or	to	other	social	entities.	Indeed,	it	will	be	argued	that	the	use	of	the	word	is	only	occasioned	by	the	desire	or	need	to	express	such	a	distinction.	It	seems	appropriate,	therefore,	to	focus	our	examination	on	the	nature	of	community	on	the	element	which	embodies	this	sense	of	discrimination,	namely,	the	boundary.”	(p.	12)		Community	may	be	employed	as	a	concept	to	a	group	as	broadly	as	living	in	the	same	nation	and	as	narrowly	as	a	group	who	knits	science	fiction	themed	outfits	for	dolls;	however,	central	to	the	configuration	of	any	community	is	who	belongs	and	–	equally	critical	–	who	does	not.	The	boundary	of	any	community	“encapsulates	the	identity	of	the	community,	and,	like	the	identity	of	an	individual,	is	called	into	being	by	the	exigencies	of	social	interaction”	(1985,	p.	12).		While	any	particular	group	may	appear	fixed,	the	boundaries	of	who	belongs	and	who	does	not	are	often	maintained	as	well	as	contested	in	myriad	ways.	What	sustains	a	community’s	boundaries	is	not	an	identically	shared	conception	of	what	that	community	means	to	all	its	members,	but	rather	the	meaning	people	give	to	the	boundaries	themselves.	That	is	to	say,	boundaries	are	symbolic.	Drawing	again	on	Cohen’s	analysis	for	clarity	in	my	own	theorizing	of	community:		Community	is	just	such	a	boundary-expressing	symbol.	As	a	symbol,	it	is	held	in	common	by	its	members;	but	its	meanin
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 orientations	to	it.	In	the	face	of	this	variability	of	meaning,	the	consciousness	of	community	has	to	be	kept	alive	through	manipulation	of	its	symbols.	The	reality	and	efficacy	of	the	community’s	boundary	–	and,	therefore,	of	the	community	itself	–	depends	upon	its	symbolic	construction	and	embellishment.”	(p.	15)			If	we	think	of	a	community	as	geographical,	for	instance,	it	may	seem	obvious	at	the	outset	that	anyone	living	in	America	is	part	of	the	American	community	writ	large.	But	almost	immediately	questions	of	whether	someone	is	a	legal	resident	or	not,	or	how	long	one	has	lived	in	the	country	arise,	pointing	to	the	constant	contestation	of	boundaries	of	belonging.	All	communities,	therefore,	are	engaged	in	creating	and	enforcing	ideological	boundaries	between	who	is	included	and	who	is	excluded.	This	ideological	work	is	inexorably	linked	to	a	group’s	notion	of	itself	as	a	community.		Anderson	remarked,	however,	that	the	nation	is	“an	imagined	political	community	–	and	imagined	as	both	inherently	limited	and	sovereign”	(1983,	p.	6).	This	limitation	is	not	a	failure	of	strategic	expansion	but	rather	a	recognition	that	no	nation	–	historic	or	present	–	imagines	itself	as	encompassing	all	of	humanity	(p.7).	And	in	this	limitation,	boundaries	must	therefore	be	formed.	Subsequently,	with	boundaries	comes	multiplicity:	there	are	many	nations	in	the	world.	Concordantly,	no	one	belongs	to	only	one	community	exclusively;	rather,	the	societies	we	live	in	consist	of	matrices	of	geographical,	social,	and	institutional	groups	within	which	we	are	constantly	negotiating	the	boundaries	of	belonging.	Anderson	elucidated	two	developments	relevant	to	understanding	how	any	community	functions:	First,	how	the	development	and	widespread	use	of	print	created	a	technology	of	consciousness,	which	allowed	people	geographically	distant	from	each	other	to	
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 imagine	themselves	as	part	of	a	bounded	community.		Second,	how	a	community	then	comes	to	see	itself	as	a	primordial	group,	or	as	a	group	of	people	with	characteristics	that	have	always	existed	as	potential	traits,	even	if	they	have	not	always	been	popularly	identified.	This	is	applicable	to	bisexual	communities	as	entities	unto	themselves,	as	well	as	entities	constantly	negotiating	their	boundaries	in	relation	to	mainstream	gay	and	lesbian	communities.	How	are	the	boundaries	for	being	included	in	bisexual	communities	configured?	How	are	the	boundaries	for	being	included	in	gay	and	lesbian	communities	configured	for	bisexuals?		Both	Anderson	and	Cohen’s	work	on	communities	are	applicable	to	communities	that	form	online.	Anderson’s	point	that	a	national	community	cannot	reasonably	be	based	on	everyday	face-to-face	interaction	is	germane	to	the	argument	that	an	online	community	is	not	more	or	less	imagined	than	any	ideologically	based	community,	which	is	every	community	broader	than	a	geographically	contained	group	of	people	who	all	know	each	other	personally.	In	contemporary	American	socio-political	landscapes	of	identity	politics,	sexual	orientation	is	a	prominent	characteristic	for	classifying	people	into	groups.	Self-identified	GLBTQIA	peoples	have	created	innumerable	communities	across	the	country—and	beyond—based	on	their	shared	common	attributes	and/or	interests	and	goals.	As	Christopher	Pullen	noted	in	his	introduction	to	LGBT	Identity	and	Online	New	Media	(2010),	“we	are	living	in	a	world	where	the	discursive	potential	of	an	“imagined”	gay	community,	seems	vividly	real	through	online	interactivity	and	identity	affirmation”	(p.	2).	
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 The	focus	of	this	study	has	been	on	the	ways	in	which	bisexuals	use	technologies	to	inscribe	their	sexuality.	By	doing	this	they	are	creating	bisexual	spaces	in	online	and	f2f	environments.		However,	not	all	bisexuals	participate	in	activities	that	inscribe	bisexuality	and,	equally	true,	not	all	users	who	inscribe	are	necessarily	bisexual.	Rather,	in	this	study	I	have	focused	on	the	practices	that	make	bisexuality	visible	as	an	identity	category.	Being	a	bisexual	is	fundamentally	a	socio-political	identity	and	the	only	way	to	know	for	sure	how	someone	identifies	is	to	ask	them.	However,	much	in	the	same	way	that	we	read	straightness	from	a	heterosexual	dyad	holding	hands,	the	knowledge	of	bisexual	inscribing	produces	more	interpretations	of	signs	which	creates	the	conditions	for	bisexuality	to	be	more	comprehensively	read	and	recognized.	The	more	layers	of	inscribing	we	identify	the	more	weight	we	can	give	to	interpreting	the	signs	as	signifying	bisexuality.	The	process	of	inscribing	is	the	process	of	marking	identity,	which	is	not	necessarily	the	making	of	community.	As	all	communities	are,	to	a	lesser	or	greater	degree,	imagined	or	virtual	(Anderson,	1991;	Shumar	&	Renninger,	2002a)	they	may	carry	meaning	for—and	create	belonging	among—those	who	“inhabit”	them.	However,	this	work	chooses	not	to	oversubscribe	to	the	community	approach;	individuals	striving	for	rights	may	chose	to	act	in	concert	and	form	communities,	or	they	may	act	as	individuals	in	parallel	with	others.	In	the	context	of	social	justice,	the	focus	on	community	raises	the	risk	that	those	who	do	not	fit	into	the	community	are	in	some	way	undeserving	of	the	rights.			
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 If	we	zoom	out	from	personal	acts	of	inscribing	and	attempt	to	see	patterns	of	behavior,	the	process	becomes	the	creation	and	enactment	of	a	form	of	collective	bisexual	identity	that,	given	time,	the	mainstream,	non-bisexual	world	could	come	to	recognize	as	scripts	of	behavior	identifying	the	group.	Given	this	view,	this	work	focuses	on	the	category	of	bisexual	rather	than	the	imagined	communities.			
Visibility	as	Self-fulfillment	The	Internet,	which	was	touted	early	on	as	a	space	of	great	potential	for	anonymity	and	exploration	where	visibility	could	be	masked,	here	becomes	the	place	where	users	try	to	make	the	perceived	invisible	‘visible’	through	digital	mediation.	Participants	discuss	the	complexities	of	an	identity	that	appears	more	visible	in	online	environments	than	it	does	offline.	Digital	spaces	provide	particularly	useful	environments	for	participants	to	negotiate	issues	of	(in)visibility	through	digital	mediation	as	they	employ	“technologies	of	visibility”	through	daily	posts,	images,	videos,	and	discourse	in	which	bisexuality	as	a	subject	position	is	discursively	produced.	Importantly,	these	cultural	texts	and	artifacts	do	not	represent	bisexuality,	but	rather	co-produce	bisexuality	within	a	dynamic	but	not	limit-less	system	of	representations.	Bisexual	visibility	is	dependent	upon,	firstly,	having	an	audience	and,	secondly,	an	audience	that	can	correctly	interpret	the	signs	to	co-produce	a	meaningful	bisexual	identity.		Bisexual	visibility,	like	all	signs,	is	dependent	on	cultural	intelligibility.	As	a	semiotic	marker	of	a	sexual-orientation,	it	is	rendered	meaningless	when	there	is	no	one	who	“reads”	the	markers	and	interprets	them	as	bisexuality.		
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 There	is	nothing	new	in	the	realization	that	invisibility	may	be	harmful,	and	that	visibility	is	an	important	step	in	personal	well-being,	social	acceptance	and	political	rights.	The	19th	century	German	gay	rights	activist	Karl	Heinrich	Ulrichs	was	campaigning	for	visibility	a	century	before	the	Stonewall	Riots	broke	out	in	New	York.		Ulrichs	began	his	open	activism	by	pseudonymously	published	a	collection	of	essays	Forschungen	über	das	Rätsel	der	mannmännlichen	Liebe	(Studies	on	the	Riddle	of	Male-Male	Love),	this	was	soon	followed	by	more	publications,	in	his	own	name.	In	1867	became	the	first	publically	out	homosexual	to	argue	for	the	repealing	of	anti-homosexual	laws.	One	of	the	core	arguments	in	Ulrichs	activism	was	the	concept	of	coming	out.	He	pointed	to	the	dangers	of	invisibility,	and	that	the	key	to	swaying	public	opinion	was	the	self-disclosure	of	homosexuals	(Beachy,	2014;	Dickinson,	2014).		The	need	to	counteract	invisibility	has	been	a	recurring	theme	in	gay	activism	from	its	very	beginning.	Following	Ulrichs	path,	Iwan	Bloch	argued	for	coming	out	in	his	1906	book,	Das	Sexualleben	unserer	Zeit	in	seinen	Beziehungen	zur	modernen	Kultur	(The	Sexual	Life	of	Our	Time	in	its	Relation	to	Modern	Civilization),	as	did	Magnus	Hirschfeld	in	1914	with	“The	Homosexuality	of	Men	and	Women”.	In	the	latter	work	is	interesting	as	it	puts	forward	and	almost	Gandhian	approach	when	it	explores	the	social	and	legal	potentials	of	what	would	happen	if	very	large	numbers	of	socially	established	homosexual	men	and	women	came	out	to	the	police	together	(Beachy,	2014;	Dickinson,	2014).			One	of	the	largest,	and	most	enduring,	discussions	within	the	bisexual	community	revolves	around	the	questions	of	awareness	or	visibility.	The	latter	
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 discussion	recognizes	that	while	the	gay	and	lesbian	community	has	become	widely	recognized,	and	along	with	it	the	LGBTQ	movement	has	also	achieved	levels	of	recognition	–	there	is	still	an	issue	of	the	recognition	or	awareness	of	the	bisexual	community.		This	frustration	is	well	illustrated	in	the	words	of	activist	Gigi	Raven	Wilbur	(quoted	in	Wong,	2013):		Ever	since	the	Stonewall	rebellion,	the	gay	and	lesbian	community	has	grown	in	strength	and	visibility.	The	bisexual	community	also	has	grown	in	strength	but	in	many	ways	we	are	still	invisible.	I	too	have	been	conditioned	by	society	to	automatically	label	a	couple	walking	hand	in	hand	as	either	straight	or	gay,	depending	upon	the	perceived	gender	of	each	person.			Or	similarly	in	the	example	of	Michael	Page,	who	created	the	bi	flag	in	1998	(quoted	in	Wong,	2013):		Based	on	my	own	personal	experience,	the	vast	majority	of	bi	people	I	have	spoken	with,	feel	no	connection	to	the	rainbow	flag,	the	Pink	triangle,	the	black	triangle,	the	Lambda	symbol	or	the	double-edged	hatchet	...	It	is	my	belief	that	bi	people	need	their	own	flags	and	symbols	to	rally	around.			Tangible	examples	such	as	the	flag	and	annual	Celebrate	Bisexuality	Day,	which	has	been	taking	place	since	1999,	illustrate	the	frustration	felt	by	the	group	that	both	is	part	of	the	larger	LGBTQ	movement,	while	still	being	marginalized	and	made	invisible.			From	the	perspective	of	political	voice,	power,	and	rights	this	lack	of	recognition	is	problematic	as	it	has	the	effect	of	making	it	more	difficult	to	communicate	bi-specific	issues	from	the	group	to	the	wider	society	in	general.	As	such,	bisexual	communities	work	to	increase	awareness	and	recognition	in	order	to	ensure	that	the	group	is	not	lost	in	the	wider	social	and	political	discourse.		
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 In	this	way	bisexuals	are	a	subaltern	group	as	they	are	socially	and	politically	outside	of	the	hegemonic	power	structure	in	the	Gramscian	sense.	Since	they	are	not	recognized	as	a	group	in	their	own	right,	bisexuals	are	excluded	from	the	established	structures	for	political	representation.	As	a	result	of	this,	bisexuals	are	denied	the	means	to	have	a	voice	in	their	society.	The	need	for	political	voice	and	recognition	is	fundamental,	as	the	lack	of	recognition	leads	to	the	silencing	of	the	group	and	in	extension	the	understanding	and	definition	of	the	self	(Taylor	1997).	In	his	work	The	Politics	of	Recognition,	philosopher	Charles	Taylor	also	raises	the	important	point	that	it	is	not	enough	to	be	recognized,	but	it	is	also	fundamentally	important	not	to	be	mislabeled.		The	demand	for	recognition	in	these	latter	cases	is	given	urgency	by	the	supposed	links	between	recognition	and	identity,	where	this	latter	term	designates	something	like	a	person’s	understanding	of	who	they	are,	of	their	fundamental	defining	characteristics	as	a	human	being.	The	thesis	is	that	our	identity	is	partly	shaped	by	recognition	or	its	absence,	often	by	the	misrecognition	of	others,	and	so	a	person	or	group	of	people	can	suffer	real	damage,	real	distortion,	if	the	people	or	society	around	them	mirror	back	to	them	a	confining	or	demeaning	or	contemptible	picture	of	themselves.	Nonrecognition	or	misrecognition	can	inflict	harm,	can	be	a	form	of	oppression,	imprisoning	someone	in	a	false,	distorted,	and	reduced	mode	of	being.	(p.	25)		As	mentioned	in	previous	chapters	on	inscribing	bisexuality,	bisexuals	in	this	study	put	a	great	deal	of	effort	into	portraying	their	identity	as	individuals	and	as	a	group.	A	large	part	of	the	impetus	for	this	effort	is	that	the	group	is	often	not	given	its	correct	identity	but	is	seen	as	being	part	of	a	larger	hegemonic	group.	Individuals	are	seen	as	either	being	gay	or	straight	and	the	group	as	a	whole	is	seen	as	part	of	the	LGBTQ	community.		
	158 
 The	argument	that	bisexuals	are	represented	by	this	larger	group	carries	with	it	an	ignorance	that	does	not	recognize	the	differences	between	the	different	groups	behind	the	acronym.	This	is,	as	Taylor	argues,	“the	supposedly	fair	and	difference-blind	society	is	not	only	inhuman	(because	suppressing	identities)	but	also,	in	a	subtle	and	unconscious	way,	itself	highly	discriminatory”	(p.	85).	Therefore,	the	community	is	not	seen	and	valued	for	what	it	really	is	but,	at	best,	for	being	part	of	a	larger	whole	(LGBTQ),	and	at	worst	it	is	made	invisible.	While	it	may	seem	that	the	inclusion	of	bisexuals	in	the	larger	LGBTQ	discussion	is	part	recognition	of	the	group’s	status	it	is	also	the	negation	of	the	identity	of	the	group	as	strong	and	deserving	of	independence.	This	inclusion	should	also	be	understood	as	a	form	of	misidentification,	and	as	with	many	other	misidentification	of	subaltern	groups	must	be	seen	as	a	form	of	social	exclusion	which	negates	the	ability	of	the	group	to	participate	and	leads	to	a	lack	of	political	and	social	power.			Political	and	feminist	philosopher	Nancy	Fraser	argues	that	non-recognition	and	misidentification	are	forms	of	cultural	or	symbolic	injustice	(1995).	These	are	the	processes	of	“being	rendered	invisible	via	the	authoritative	representational,	communicative,	and	interpretative	practices	of	one’s	culture”	(p71),	while	misidentification	is	a	form	of	disrespect.	The	latter	is	a	process	Fraser	describes	as	“being	routinely	maligned	or	disparaged	in	stereotypic	public	cultural	representations	and/or	in	everyday	life	interactions”	(p.	13-14).	Both	Taylor	and	Fraser	agree	that	non-recognition	or	misidentification	can	inflict	harm	and	is	therefore	a	form	of	oppression.	Taylor	writes	“our	identity	is	partly	shaped	by	recognition	or	its	absence,	often	by	the	misrecognition	of	others,	and	so	a	person	or	
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 group	of	people	can	suffer	real	damage,	real	distortion,	if	the	people	or	society	around	them	mirror	back	to	them	a	confining	or	demeaning	or	contemptible	picture	of	themselves”	(1997,	p.	75).	Fraser	reiterates	that	misidentification	is	an	act	of	injustice	through	the	subordination	of	social	status.	“From	this	perspective,	what	requires	recognition	is	not	group-specific	identity	but	the	status	of	individual	group	members	as	full	partners	in	social	interaction”	(1995,	p.	113).	In	order	for	a	society	to	be	just,	she	argues,	politics	must	have	as	a	primary	goal	to	overcome	subordination	and	aid	the	misidentified	groups	and	individuals	be	fully	functional	social	members	–	without	discrimination.		
Visibility	as	Social	Justice	A	critique	sometimes	lobbied	against	those	who	struggle	for	societal	bisexual	visibility	is	that	their	cause	is	at	best	unnecessary,	and	in	the	worst	case	even	frivolous.	This	critique	often	argues	that	gay	and	lesbian	advocacy	groups	can	adequately	see	to	the	needs	of	the	bisexual	community.	This	critique,	however,	fails	to	understand	the	fundamental	damage	caused	by	invisibility	on	the	individual,	group,	and	societal	level.	By	not	recognizing	the	right	of	the	individual	to	self-define	is	an	established	method	of	denying	the	needs	of	the	individual…	without	the	ability	of	the	individual	to	claim	an	identity	for	him	or	herself	they	are	unable	to	develop	as	individuals	and	achieve	adequate	forms	of	self-actualization.	Invisibility	is	harmful	on	the	group	level	as	the	denial	of	an	identity	makes	it	harder	for	the	individual	to	find	and	recognize	peers.	In	his	work	The	Theory	of	Justice	(1970),	Rawls	argues	that	the	first	principle	of	justice	requires	that	“each	person	is	to	have	an	equal	right	to	the	most	extensive	basic	liberty	compatible	with	a	similar	liberty	for	others”	(p.	
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 60).	Therefore,	since	rights	and	liberties	are	granted	upon	the	idea	of	individual	self-identity	in	a	society	it	cannot,	according	to	Rawls’	position	fail	to	recognize	central	elements	of	an	identity	that	certain	groups	have.	Such	a	failure	would	be	incompatible	with	a	just	society.	On	the	societal	level	the	process	of	invisibility	entails	the	denial	of	the	groups	as	a	whole.	When	this	process	happens	the	group	will	lack	voice	(Hirschman,	1970)	and	any	legitimacy	with	which	to	make	its	demands	heard	in	the	wider	democratic	process.	In	order	to	enact	social,	political,	or	legal	change	the	group	making	the	demands	needs	to	be	recognized	as	a	legitimate	cause,	and	be	able	to	bring	forward	eloquent	and	competent	spokespeople.	Our	social	order	is	built	the	ability	of	groups	to	communicate	their	needs	to	a	majority	of	the	population.	Once	this	communication	is	successfully	carried	out,	the	political	system	can	decide	that	the	needs	of	a	group	are	worthy	to	be	recognized	and	supported	by	the	legal	system.	Naturally,	this	is	a	simplification	of	a	complex	socio-political	system	but	it	demonstrates	clearly	that	without	an	identity,	there	can	be	no	voice,	without	a	voice,	there	can	be	no	message,	and	without	a	message	society	will	not	be	convinced	to	grant	legal	and	political	rights	or	recognize	social	status.	
Bi-Activism	and	Resistance		This	work	is	about	examining	a	set	of	practices.	These	practices	should	be	a	way	of	understanding	not	an	existing	community	or	a	permanent	community—neither	an	existing	identity	nor	a	permanent/stable	identity—but	rather:	how	community	gets	enacted	through	these	practices	and	how	identity	is	experienced	through	these	practices.	These	are	not	necessarily	people	who	identify	as	“activists”	
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 and	neither	do	they	necessarily	have	to	identify	as	bisexual.	These	are	people	who,	through	these	practices,	enact	bisexuality	as	a	subject	position.	Therefore,	what	we	see	is	evidence	of	a	socio-political	identity.	Evidence	in	so	much	as	‘identity’	and	‘community’	can	be	talked	about	and	conceptualized.	However,	the	complexity	of	such	an	identity	is	that	its	markers	are	still	unclear	–	it	is	predominantly	marked	by	its	erasure	and	not	by	its	existence.	This	presents	a	practical	dilemma	in	the	current	system	as	bisexuals	work	towards	endeavoring	to	create	and	sustain	markers	of	existence	but	the	markers	of	existence	are	currently	made	most	culturally	intelligible	through	the	acts	of	pointing	out	erasure.	Which	is	to	suggest	that	bisexuality	is	an	identity	made	legible	through	protest.		When	seeking	to	contextualize	the	actions	carried	out	by	individual	and	organized	bisexuals	it	is	easy	to	see	their	actions	as	a	form	of	social	activism.	Spanning	from	the	practices	of	inscribing	to	the	organization	of	marches,	the	goal	is	to	reduce	invisibility	and	erasure,	to	gain	recognition,	and	ultimately	to	be	acknowledged	as	a	group	that	must	be	given	space	at	any	negotiating	table	dealing	with	gender	and	sexuality.	However,	as	many	of	the	acts	that	form	part	of	this	process	are	non-confrontational,	non-violent,	and	to	a	large	extent	uncontroversial,	it	is	fair	to	ask	the	question	if	this	is	activism	at	all?	Is,	for	example,	the	wearing	of	a	bi	symbol	as	jewelry	an	act	of	resistance?	This	is	not	a	trivial	question.	If	the	acts	of	individuals	or	groups	are	not	to	be	interpreted	as	being	activism	then	there	is	a	much	larger	likelihood	that	they	can	be	interpreted	as	a	matter	of	taste	and	therefore	not	be	given	the	political	weight	that	they	deserve.				
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 This	is	where	the	concepts	of	everyday	activism	and	resistance	are	useful.	While	activism	can	span	the	gamut	of	the	protest	march	to	the	sit	in,	what	is	often	forgotten	are	the	low	key	everyday	forms	of	activism.	These	are	small	scale,	relatively	safe	acts	which	require	little	or	no	formal	coordination,	and	yet	they	are	able	to	be	interpreted	into	patterns	of	resistance	(Scott,	1989,	1990).		In	describing	what	makes	everyday	resistance,	political	scientist	James	C.	Scott	(1989)	states:	“If	everyday	resistance	is	‘heavy’	on	the	instrumental	side	and	‘light’	on	the	symbolic	confrontation	side,	then	the	contrasting	acts	would	be	‘light’	on	the	instrumental	side	and	‘heavy’	on	the	symbolic	side”	(1989,	p.	56).	Among	the	studies	that	use	everyday	activism	and	resistance	as	theoretical	models	we	find	Peter	Hennen’s	work	on	homosexual	bears,	where	the	culture	prescribes	“dressing	in	flannel	shirts,	ripped	jeans	and	working	boots”	(2005,	p.	33)	as	a	form	of	everyday	resistance	to	the	more	dominant	form	of	homosexual	culture,	which	reinforces	the	norms	of	heterosexual,	white	masculinity.		Similarly,	the	work	of	Patricia	Gagne	and	Richard	Tewksbury	with	transgender	individuals	shows	that	they	are	in	the	process	of	gender	resistance	in	“a	discursive	act	that	both	challenges	and	reifies	the	binary	gender	system”	(1998,	p.	81).		Everyday	activism	and	resistance	are	acts	that	are	“quiet,	dispersed,	disguised	or	otherwise	seemingly	invisible”	(Vinthagen	&	Johansson	2013,	p.	4).	At	the	same	time,	these	acts	have	political	intentions	or	consequences	despite	not	being	perceived	as	confrontational	or	threatening	within	that	social	setting	(Scott	1990).	The	everyday	activism	being	carried	out	by	individuals	within	the	bi-community	are	aimed	at	the	individual	and	political	goal	of	reducing	invisibility	and	
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 erasure.	These	acts	are	visible	forms	of	“counter-hegemonic	embodiment”	(Kwan	&	Roth	2011)	but	remain,	by	their	nature,	politically	invisible	to	the	larger	population	as	the	signs	themselves,	and	the	form	of	activism	employed,	are	not	easily	interpreted	as	political.	These	acts	are	therefore	politically	motivated.	The	acts	are	intended	to	deviate	from	the	hegemonic	culture	of	monosexuality	and	may	risk	being	seen	as	non-political	lifestyle	or	aesthetic	choices.	However,	as	they	are	the	use	of	acts	and	markers	consciously	and	implicitly	intended	to	underscore	an	alternative	interpretation	of	the	dominant	cultural	discourse	they	form	part	of	a	coordinated	social	activism.	These	forms	of	everyday	activism	and	the	symbols	they	use	play	an	important	role	in	the	development	of	self	identity,	building	self-esteem,	and	reaffirming	the	right	of	the	group	to	participate	in	the	social	and	political	spheres	–	in	their	own	name	and	identity.		
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Chapter	7:	Conclusion	
	
Technologies	of	Visibility	The	wide	range	of	practices	of	inscribing	bisexual	identity	explored	in	this	work	collectively	form	the	Technologies	of	Visibility	(ToV).	As	this	work	has	demonstrated,	ToV	include	a	wide	array	of	practices	spanning	aesthetic	choices,	such	as	fashion	and	online	profile	designs,	to	more	intellectual	choices,	such	as	contributing	to	discussions	on	erasure	and	invisibility.	ToV	are	the	culmination	of	the	repeated	acts	of	constructing	a	culturally	intelligible	identity.	These	technologies	are	ways	in	which	users	of	online	and	f2f	spaces	engage	in	practices	of	marking	themselves	as	bisexuals.			This	study	was	an	ethnographic	and	semiotic	examination	of	what	users	do	in	these	spaces.	At	the	same	time	this	work	was	not	about	following	a	specific	group	or	even	network.	In	order	to	understand	the	ways	in	which	technologies	of	visibility	are	used,	this	work	followed	bisexuality	as	a	category	and	understood	the	users	to	be	active	in	multiple	spaces	simultaneously.	This	multiplicity	enabled	the	study	to	contribute	to	the	discussion	on	affordances	of	spaces	in	both	online	and	f2f	environments.		In	this	work	I	have	explored	these	spaces	and	how	participants	use	them	to	create	social	support	systems,	share	coming	out	narratives,	and	perform	administrative	tasks,	for	example.	The	most	significant	theme	that	emerges	from	this	work	is	the	ways	in	which	these	spaces	are	used	to	inscribe	and	enact	bisexuality	and	how	these	practices	are	related	to	social	justice.	
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 While	some	groups	have	already	established	and	attained	recognition	for	their	identities,	we	have	demonstrated	how	bisexuals	still	inscribe	their	bisexuality	in	a	particularly	fraught	and	contrary	environment.	The	group	works	to	counter	the	binary	of	monosexuality	and	the	binary	of	the	gender	system,	and	these	two	binaries	together	constrain	mainstream	society’s	ability	to	visually	(and	emotionally)	recognize	bisexuality.		Despite	this	we	see	a	group	of	determined	users,	implementing	a	wide	array	of	technologies	with	a	desire	to	subvert	the	dominant	hegemonic	codes	of	monosexuality	and	binary	gender	in	order	to	become	visible.	These	intentional	efforts	to	be	seen	as	bisexual	are	many	times	misread	and	form	the	processes	of	bi-invisibility	and	bi-erasure.	However,	these	technologies	of	visibility	form	the	basis	for	the	daily	acts	of	social	activism	and	everyday	resistance.		Through	the	uses	of	bisexual-specific	symbolism	and	appropriations	of	other	imagery,	there	is	an	intended	purpose	to	increase	the	recognition	of	bisexual	representation	within	mainstream	culture.	This	modification	entails	an	appropriation	of	the	digital	space	to	construct	a	representation	that	it	may	not	have	been	intended	for.	Importantly,	these	cultural	texts	and	artifacts	do	not	represent	bisexuality,	but	rather	co-produce	bisexuality	within	a	dynamic	but	not	limitless	system	of	representations.	Bisexual	visibility	is	dependent	upon,	firstly,	having	an	audience	and,	secondly,	an	audience	that	can	correctly	interpret	the	signs	to	co-produce	a	meaningful	bisexual	identity.		Bisexual	visibility,	like	all	signs,	is	dependent	on	cultural	intelligibility.	As	a	semiotic	marker	of	a	sexual-orientation,	it	
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 is	rendered	meaningless	when	there	is	no	one	who	reads	the	markers	and	interprets	them	as	bisexuality.		
Problematizing	Visibility		The	desire	for	visibility	presents	problems.	Visibility	in	a	market	sense	attempts	to	create	a	singular	image,	a	dominant	set	of	images	that	“represent”	(stand	in	for)	a	complex	group	of	people	and	identify	a	target	audience.	This	target	audience	needs	to	be	“stabilized”	–		and	the	target	audience	must	provide	some	ROI,	therefore	the	(imagined)	“wealthier”	group	will	be	more	desirable.	Rendering	representations	dominated	by	white,	middle	class,	cisgender	and	monogamous	images.	This	process	attempts	to	define	a	complex	group	through	use	of	easily	recognizable	signs,	this	diminishing	their	complexity	in	favor	of	ease.	Therefore,	static	visual	images	must	be	recognizable.	Moving	visual	and	audio	images	must	represent	in	a	way	that	is	quickly	and	easily	culturally	understood	without	great	effort.	Further,	in	order	to	gain	access	to	the	dominant	media,	the	representations	must	be	made	“safe”	–	this	leads	to	minimizing	or	erasing	images	of	overt	sexuality	in	favor	of	“vanilla”,	polyamory	in	favor	of	monogamy,	trans	and	genderqueer	in	favor	cisgender.	While	the	focus	of	this	work	is	to	explore	the	technologies	of	visibility	by	studying	the	acts	of	inscribing	sexuality	among	bisexuals,	it	is	important	not	to	overstate	what	visibility	alone	would	achieve.	As	the	discussion	on	invisibility	and	erasure	have	shown,	visibility	is	vital.	However,	visibility	does	not	equal	social	change	or	political	influence.	As	with	many	other	situations	the	recognition	of	an	injustice	is	vital	in	order	to	take	steps	to	amend	the	situation.	But	it	is	important	not	
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 to	confuse	the	process	with	the	solution.	Visibility	does	not	automatically	grant	rights,	it	is	only	the	first	step	in	a	longer	social	and	political	process.	
Limitations		 As	is	the	case	with	all	research,	no	one	study	can	address	all	aspects	of	a	complex	phenomenon.	I	designed	this	research	to	provide	a	rich	and	thorough	account	of	bisexual	spaces	and	contribute	to	the	growing	body	of	knowledge	concerning	both	bisexuality	and	media	studies.	I	have	identified	several	limitations	to	the	generalizability	of	my	findings.		First,	I	designed	this	research	to	examine	bisexual	spaces.	While	these	spaces	had	many	self-reported	international	participants,	they	were	developed	for	English	speaking	users	and	therefore	limited	participation	by	non-English	speaking	users.	The	practices	for	enacting	bisexuality—as	well	as	the	cultural	markers	for	signifying	bisexuality—illustrated	in	this	study	are	arguably	shaped	by	dominant	Western	cultural	practices	and	ideologies	of	political	identity.		Second,	I	designed	this	research	to	focus	on	online	spaces.	While	the	digital	divide	in	wealthy	countries	continues	to	decrease,	it	is	important	to	remember	my	data	reflects	the	ideas,	concerns	and	practices	of	participants	who	were	likely	people	who	have	private	personal	devices	with	regular	and	relatively	secure	Internet	connection.	Furthermore,	given	the	sensitive	nature	of	the	topic	of	sexual	orientation	identities,	the	findings	of	this	study	arguably	do	not	reflect	the	practices	of	bisexuals	who	are	prevented	from	participating	in	online	spaces	for	any	reason,	including	geographical,	economic,	or	personal	safety	reasons.		
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 Third,	since	I	designed	this	study	to	examine	bisexual	spaces	and	not	users,	I	did	not	collect	data	on	the	individual	demographics	of	any	participant.	Because	this	study	does	not	explicitly	address	participants’	socio-demographics,	the	profound	critique	of	hegemonic	whiteness	and	dominant	middle-class	ideologies	present	in	feminist	studies	should	also	be	considered	for	this	study.	It	is	prudent	to	consider	that	the	prevailing	ideas	and	practices	articulated	within	these	spaces	could	arguably	mirror	a	‘dominant’	group’s	ideas	and	practices	but	by	no	means	a	universal	set	of	ideas	and	practices.	People	of	color	and	people	of	diverse	economic	means	may	not	equally	participate	in	these	spaces	and/or	their	ideas,	concerns	and	practices	may	not	be	equally	received	by	participants	who	consider	their	own	socio-demographics	to	be	superior.	Examples	of	this	have	been	documented	elsewhere	and	are	worthy	of	considering	in	any	research	that	does	not	control	for	gender,	race,	class,	or	other	similar	socio-demographics.			There	are	likely	other	limitations	I	have	not	included	at	this	time	and	I	invite	the	reader	to	consider	their	implications.	
Beyond	the	Binary	Bisexuality,	like	all	political	identities,	is	not	just	a	categorization	of	practices	(in	this	case	sexual	practices),	but	the	complex	work	of	making	sense	of	sexual	desires,	political	reckoning,	and	larger	social	issues	of	citizenship	and	rights.		For	some,	the	category	bisexual,	which	signifies	that	“wide	sloppy	middle”	but	can’t	escape	the	linguistic	or	cultural	binary,	is	being	rejected,	reconstructed,	or	replaced.	Simultaneously,	some	struggle	to	preserve—or	even	reinvent—the	category	bisexual	as	a	historical	identity	that	offers	the	legitimacy	of	a	social	and	political	
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 legacy.	New	media	provide	particularly	useful	environments	for	self-identified	bisexuals	to	contend	with	issues	of	identity,	invisibility,	subjectivity,	and	community	building	within	a	political	and	social	culture	that	organizes	sexual	identities	in	a	system	that	renders	bisexuals	marginal.	This	work	detailed	how	self-identified	bisexuals	grapple	with	their	marginal	status	within	both	the	dominant	queer	and	straight	communities,	and	demonstrated	how	they	use	new	media	to	engage	technologies	of	consciousness,	the	vernacular	of	community,	and	the	patrolling	of	boarders	to	make	these	subject	positions	culturally	intelligible.		Significantly,	it	is	in	the	offline	world	that	many	bisexuals	become	avatars	of	sorts,	with	their	real	identities	rendered	invisible	by	the	cultural	binary.	Online	they	become	visible.	Appropriating	Jenny	Sunden’s	(2003)	notion	of	“typing	oneself	into	being”	(p.	13),	participants	produce	bisexuality	through	daily	posts,	images,	videos,	and	discourse	in	which	categories	of	identity—like	bisexuality—are	discursively	constructed,	deconstructed,	imagined	and	reimagined.		However,	participants	struggle	to	imagine	what	bisexual	visibility	“looks	like”	and	what	would	successfully	signify	‘bisexual’	to	others.	Hence,	they	are	in	the	process	of	constructing	its’	symbols	–	which	is	a	process	that	affords	significant	creativity	and	flexibility,	while	also	feeling	frustrating	and	limited.	While	one	can	construct	whatever	they	please,	if	it	doesn’t	catch	on	then	it	becomes	meaningless	as	a	symbol	and	fails	in	its	purpose	to	convey	“bisexuality.”	Alternatively,	as	the	concept	becomes	more	codified,	it’s	options	will	be	less	flexible.			 	
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